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ABSTRACT
Prejudice towards Muslims has been longstanding and is on the rise in the World. To
address this prejudice, it is important to understand the associated underlying mechanism.
Intergroup Threat Theory (ITT) suggests that prejudice is motivated by the perceived symbolic
and/or realistic threat a group represents. To date, the relationship between threat and prejudice
towards Muslims has primarily been examined correlationally rather than experimentally. This
project experimentally examines ITT to understand the role of threat in prejudice towards
Muslims. Across three studies, I examine how manipulating the salience of threat leads to
prejudice, support for harsh policies, and violence towards Muslims. Studies 1 and 2 were
conducted with a North American sample and aim to understand how perception of general
(Study 1) and specific threat (Study 2) of Muslims predicts prejudice towards Muslims. Data was
collected online via CloudResearch. Results of Study 1 indicate that individuals higher in SDO,
RWA and identification with US express more prejudice towards Muslims when threat is made
salient, specifically symbolic threat. Study 2 yielded no significant results. Study 3 was
conducted India to assess whether perceptions of threat leads to prejudice towards Muslims in
another context and results indicated that individuals exposed to threat express more prejudice
towards Muslims than those not exposed to threat. This project offers unique and helpful
contribution to ITT and prejudice literature. The results highlight the role of threat, individual
differences and context in perpetuation of prejudice towards Muslims in USA and India.
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I. INTRODUCTION
Muslims comprise 24.1% of the World’s population and are the third largest religious
minority in the United States of America (USA) comprising of 3.45 million of the population
(Mohamed, 2018). Since the September 11th, 2001 attacks, there has been an increase in hate
and intolerance towards Muslims in the western part of the world (Shammas, 2009; Abdo, 2005).
Over the last two decades people have become increasingly more hostile towards Muslims, have
accepted harsher policies against Muslims, and have been more reluctant to include Muslims in
their community or country (Croucher & Cronn-Mill, 2011; Abbas, 2007). An attitudinal survey
of Americans also found that there has been a significant increase in prejudiced attitudes towards
Muslims (Mogahed & Mahmood, 2019). The general rhetoric surrounding Muslims in America
and the West has been negative and laden with prejudice. In a 2015 town hall in New
Hampshire, the then candidate for president and former President Donald Trump said “We have
a problem in this country; it's called Muslims. We know our current president is one” (Johnson
& Hauslohner, 2017). Politicians and media in America and Europe have used ISIS, terrorist
attacks by Jihadists, and the recent refugee crisis to suggest that Muslims pose a threat to
Western society (Hawley, 2019; Mackey, 2015; Ogan et al., 2013). Response to such perceptions
of threat from Muslims has been highlighted via support for torture and violence towards
Muslims and an increase in hate crimes against Muslims (Conrad et al., 2017; Litchblau, 2015).
Additionally, according to a project done by PEW research center (Lipka, 2017), 47% of
Americans perceive Muslims to be threatening and violent. Not only a threat to the economy and
safety, the dialogue surrounding Muslims also suggests that Muslims are culturally and
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fundamentally different (Carr, 2006). We can see example of these threat perceptions translate
into action such as the travel ban in the US and the ban on Burqa in several countries in Europe
(BBC, 2018).
The perceived threat associated with Muslims and Islam can perhaps most clearly be
understood via the lens of Intergroup Threat Theory (ITT; Stephan, Ybarra & Rios, 2015). The
ITT states that prejudice is the result of perceived symbolic threat (threat to values, beliefs and
worldview) and realistic threat (threat to resources, economy and safety) from the outgroup.
Several studies have supported the theory and found both self-reported symbolic and realistic
threats to be associated with negative outgroup attitudes (McLaren, 2001; Morrison & Ybarra,
2008; Stephan & Stephan, 2002). We can even see real world examples of consequences of
perceptions of symbolic and realistic threat such as Brexit and the Muslim Ban in America (De
Zavala et. al 2017; Niyaeash, 2019). Even though there is some evidence for realistic and
symbolic threat’s association with prejudice, there is very limited experimental data that supports
the theory or differentiates between symbolic and realistic threat (Rios et al. 2018). Given the
rise of Islamophobia, intolerance, violence and the threat related rhetoric surrounding Muslims, it
is imperative to study the underpinnings of such prejudice. Disentangling the role of symbolic
and realistic threat on prejudice towards Muslims has practical as well as theoretical
implications.
Intergroup Threat Theory
Intergroup Threat Theory (ITT) originally called the Integrated Threat Theory is a
comprehensive framework of intergroup relations that describes the association of perceived
threat with prejudice (Stephen & Renfro, 2002).The ITT states that individuals may perceive
certain threats from others which are characterized as either symbolic (threat to believes, values,
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and worldview) and realistic (threat to resources, safety, and well-being). According to ITT
perceived threat has certain antecedents and consequences. ITT also emphasizes the circular
nature of perceived threat, where they state that negative attitudes and behaviors are an
antecedent and a consequence of threat.
Figure 1
The model of Intergroup Threat Theory adapted from Stephan, Ybarra & Rios (2015)

Antecedents

Intergroup Threats

Individual Differences
Prejudice and Biases
Intergroup Contact
Intergroup Relations
Situational Factors

Realistic threat
Resources, Safety &
General Welfare
Symbolic threat
Beliefs, values &
Worldview

Consequences
Emotions
Prejudice and Biases
Behavior

Figure 1 depicts the current conceptualization of ITT. As the model above shows, there
are several antecedents and consequences to realistic threat and symbolic threat. However, for
this project, the focus is on few of these antecedents.
Antecedents to Threat
The antecedents to threat include individual differences such as religiosity, strength of
identity with the group, right wing authoritarianism (RWA) and social dominance orientation
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(SDO; Croucher, Galy-Badenas & Routsalainen, 2014; Crawson, 2009; Tausch et. al 2007).
RWA refers to an ideology where individuals have a rigid adherence to social norms, submission
to authorities, and support for aggression against those that don’t follow the group norms
(Altemeyer, 1981). A study done by Cohrs and Ibler (2009) found that individuals high on
authoritarianism perceived more threat and prejudice. SDO is another individual difference
variable that describes an orientation to the world which is comprised of beliefs that suggest that
one’s position in the social hierarchy is based on superiority – inferiority, and it is justified,
desirable, and should be maintained (Pratto et al. 1994). SDO and RWA are interrelated
constructs such that adherence to authority and order also influences desire to maintain social
order (Duckitt et al. 2002). Yet, the two constructs are different in the way they influence
perceptions of threat (Rios et al. 2018). Studies have found support for both RWA and SDO
moderating threat perceptions and prejudice, with RWA moderating symbolic threat and SDO
moderating realistic threat (Morrisson & Ybarra, 2008; Simpson et al. 2013). Additionally,
identification with group is also associated with increased perceptions of threat and prejudice
(Obaidi et al. 2018).The following section describes the role of SDO, RWA, and group
identification in moderating threat perceptions and prejudice.
Social Dominance Orientation (SDO)
SDO refers to an ideology where individuals believe in maintaining social hierarchy and
their status in societies (Pratto et al. 1994). People high in SDO are likely to express more
prejudice and perceive more threat. So far, studies have found correlational evidence for those
high in SDO to perceive more realistic threat and subsequent prejudice. A study done by Duckitt
and Sibley (2010) found that high SDO individuals were more likely to be prejudiced against
stereotypically competitive groups (depicting realistic threat) as opposed to individuals low on
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SDO. Additionally, a study found that American heterosexuals high in SDO were more willing
to contribute to anti-gay fund when they were made to believe that homosexuals were making
status gains (Bahns & Crandalls, 2013). While SDO’s role in moderating symbolic threat and
prejudice has not directly been assessed, theoretically, the impact of SDO on symbolic threat
may be less since individuals who endorse SDO not only believe in the hierarchies, but also want
to maintain them to stay on top. Therefore, a threat to their standing in society is perceived more
strongly than a threat to values (Rios et. al 2018).
Right Wing Authoritarianism (RWA)
RWA refers to an ideology where individuals believe that the world is dangerous and
follow group norms, submit to authority and support aggression towards those who do not follow
such authority (Altemeyer, 1981). RWA is associated with prejudice and increased perceptions
of threat (Rios, 2013). As opposed to SDO, the evidence for RWA is more strongly associated
with symbolic threat perception than realistic threat. Since individuals who endorse authoritarian
beliefs tend to think their values and beliefs are the only truth, a threat to their beliefs is
perceived and responded to stronger as opposed to threat to their safety and resources. A study
done by Kauf et al. (2013) found that White Americans high in RWA perceived more prejudice
against immigrants and perceived their behavior as more deviant from the norms prescribed by
the host culture (depicting symbolic threat) .
Identification with Group
Similar to RWA and SDO, group identification also interacts with threat to predict
prejudice. Studies have found that strong identification with group (ethnic, race, religion) lead to
increased perceptions of threat and prejudice (Morrison et al. 2009, Morrison & Ybarra, 2008).
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So far, the evidence for group identification’s association with perceptions of threat is mixed,
with group identification moderating both realistic and symbolic threat perceptions.
Apart from individual level factors there are certain situational factors such as a country’s
culture, prior intercultural contact, and prior conflict that may influence perceptions of threat. For
instance, a study done in Netherlands found that prior intercultural conflict with immigrants was
associated with Dutch employees perceiving more symbolic and realistic threats from
immigrants (Curseu, Stoop & Schalk, 2007). Culture also plays a role in perception of threat,
collectivistic nations are more likely to perceive threat as opposed to individualistic nations due
to collectivistic nations’ emphasis on close in-group ties, conformity of norms, and adherence to
group values (Stephan & Stephan, 2018). Even though culture and context of country is an
antecedent to perceptions of threat, studies have not addressed the role of context/culture in
perception of threat. Studies have emphasized the importance of context in contributing to threat
and prejudice and called for more cross-cultural studies (Stephan & Stephan, 2018; Rios, Sosa &
Osborn, 2018) yet this is still lacking in the current research landscape.
Threat
The antecedents mentioned above lead to two types of intergroup threats laid out by ITT;
realistic threat and symbolic threat. Realistic threat comprises of threat to the resources, power,
and general welfare of individuals, whereas symbolic threat constitutes threat associated to
values, beliefs, and worldview of people. While the ITT has not explicitly disentangled realistic
and symbolic threat in how their perceptions may differ, they have suggested that a group may
elicit a particular threat over the other. For instance, homosexuals are usually associated with a
threat to values and norms as opposed to a threat to resources and safety. On the other hand,
immigrants are usually associated with a threat to resources and jobs over threat to values. The
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theory warrants more experimental research to understand the different mechanisms of realistic
and symbolic threat (since both threat perceptions are also highly correlated).
Consequences to threat
Threat perceptions lead to several consequences including prejudice, discrimination, and
negative emotions (Kamans, Otten, & Gordijn, 2010; Stephen et. al 2002). For instance, a study
done by Wager, Christ and Pettigrew (2008) found that Germans who perceived intergroup threat
were more prejudiced towards foreigners and were more accepting of discriminatory behavior
and violence towards them. Another consequence of perceived threat is reduced contact with the
target group, with increased perceptions of threat leading to less contact and more avoidance of
the outgroup (Stephan, et al., 2015). Since reduced contact is an antecedent and consequence of
perceived threat, this alludes to the circular nature of the theory. Similarly, negative attitudes
may increase the perception of threat and negative attitudes themselves also increase as a
consequence of threat, emphasizing the role of threat in development of prejudice. Symbolic and
realistic threat perception are also associated with specific consequences. Cottrell and Neuburg
(2005) found that realistic threat elicited anger and fear whereas symbolic threats were
predominantly related to disgust.
The ITT has its roots in the Social Identity Theory, which states that groups can be biased
against other groups under conditions of threat (Tajfel & Turner, 1986). The Social Identity
Theory is a well-recognized theory of intergroup relations which has garnered much support.
This theory mentions that identifying with group yields certain benefits to us such as enhanced
self-esteem, social support, and belongingness. As a result of these benefits, one’s group is of
high value to them and a sense of hostility and dislike may develop towards other groups that
appear to be a threat (Stephan, Ybarra & Rios, 2015). The ITT, while similar to Social Identity
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Theory, goes a step forward in making the distinctions between types of threat, what leads to
these threats, and what are the consequences of such threat perceptions. Therefore, the ITT lays
out a framework that provides a holistic account of threat, the antecedents to threat, and the
consequences of perceived threat. There have been several studies that have found symbolic and
realistic threat’s association with prejudice towards Muslims. The following section highlights
the role of each type of threat in their association with prejudice towards Muslims specifically.
Symbolic Threat and Prejudice towards Muslims
Studies that look at symbolic threat and attitudes towards Muslims have found evidence
of its association with negative attitudes towards Muslims. Ciftci (2012) assessed the perceptions
of threat and subsequent negative attitudes towards Muslims in five western countries namely,
Germany, US, Spain, Great Britain, and France by using PEW’s (2006) data. They found that
perceptions of symbolic threat and perceptions of realistic threat was significantly associated
with unfavorable attitudes towards Muslims in all the 5 countries. Additionally, a study done by
Croucher et. al, (2013) found that symbolic threat was positively associated with negative
stereotypes and prejudice among Americans towards Muslims. Studies have also found that
perceptions of symbolic threat were positively associated with Norwegians’ intentions to join
anti-Muslim movements and Americans’ intentions to support and persecute Muslims (Obaidi et.
al, 2018). In support of the circular nature of the ITT, a study done by Kunst et. al. (2015) found
that individuals who were more Islamophobic endorsed more symbolic threat perceptions and
wanted Muslims to give up their cultural heritage.
Most of the research on symbolic threat’s association with prejudice towards Muslims
has been correlational. Even though experimental manipulation of symbolic threat is limited, it
has found supportive results. A study done by Moss et al. (2017) exposed participants to
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conditions where Americans were asked to report how much Muslims and Christians valued
gender equality. The results found that those Americans that reported that Muslims valued
gender equality less as compared to Christians, endorsed more prejudice towards Muslims. This
study postulated that gender equality is a core belief for Americans and not endorsing it implies
symbolic threat. While this study found some support for symbolic threat’s association with
prejudice, it did not directly manipulate threat or compare individuals to a control group.
Therefore, the experimental evidence, though present is still limited and does not account for a
threat to beliefs and values that may be unique to a particular group. Hence, a thorough
manipulation of symbolic threat will provide an insight onto the role of symbolic threat in
developing prejudice and support for judicial or violent harm against Muslims.
Realistic Threat and prejudice towards Muslims
There is considerable evidence for realistic threat’s association with prejudice towards
Muslims. A study done by Doosje and colleagues (2009) assessed the role of realistic threat in
predicting prejudice towards Muslims in nine European countries. Their study found that
individuals who perceived Muslims to be associated with terrorism and a threat to their safety
endorsed more prejudice, discrimination and, anti-immigration policies. Results along similar
line were found by Conrad et al. (2018) who conducted a study on American representative
sample examining their support for torture. They found that Americans supported torture towards
Arab (Muslim) sounding names more than Caucasian sounding names and Latino sounding
names especially if these Arabs were associated with crimes of terror. They suggested that this
was due to the underlying threat associated with Arabs/Muslims and terrorism.
Despite the correlational evidence in support of realistic threat’s association with
prejudice towards Muslims and negative behavioral intentions, the research is limited with little
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experimental evidence. Mostly, realistic threat has been studied with a focus on threat to
resources and economy and not the safety component of the threat. Studies done on realistic
threat’s association with prejudice towards Muslims have either looked at realistic economic
threat or terrorist threat separately or in combination (Rios, Sosa & Osborn, 2018). For the
purpose of this dissertation we look at realistic threat, including threat to safety and resources to
understand the role of perceived realistic threat’s association with prejudice towards Muslims.
Symbolic v/s Realistic Threat and prejudice towards Muslims
When it comes to both realistic and symbolic threat, there is some evidence of both
symbolic and realistic threat’s association with prejudice and discrimination towards Muslims
(Ciftci, 2012), but few studies have assessed the differential impact of each threat. A study done
by González et al. (2008) aimed to deliniate the role of each type of threat on prejudice. They
conducted a study on Dutch students and found that symbolic threat, but not realistic threat was
associated with negative stereotypes and prejudice towards Muslims. The authors of the study
concluded that perceived threat of Muslims to the host culture’s values, beliefs, and worldview
was more prominent than perceived threat to economic resources, given the popular notion of
Muslims in Netherlands as not being able to assimilate into the Dutch culture (Scroggins, 2005).
A similar study was done to assess the outcome of perceived threat on attitudes towards Muslim
immigrants and their assimilation into the host culture. Results suggested that perceived realistic
and symbolic threat was associated with the perceptions that Muslims would not assimilate to the
host culture (Croucher et al., 2014). All the above studies depict that perceived threat is related to
less receptivity and more prejudice towards Muslims. In another attempt to delineate the effects
of realistic and symbolic threat, Uenal (2016) assessed perceived threat’s association with
attitudes towards Muslims. Their results suggest that realistic threat was associated more with
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anti-Muslim attitudes as opposed to symbolic threat. Similarly, a study done among American
participants concluded that strength of correlation between realistic threat and prejudice was
stronger than the correlation between symbolic threat and prejudice towards Muslims (Croucher
et. al 2013).
The bulk of the research on threat’s association with prejudice towards Muslims has been
done in Europe. On the basis of studies done, there is a slight trend of symbolic threat
perceptions leading to more prejudice in Europe and realistic threat perceptions leading to more
prejudice in America. A stronger evidence for this difference comes from Obaidi et al.’s (2018)
paper on threat perceptions and prejudice towards Muslims. In study 1, they found that symbolic
threat, but not realistic threat, predicted prejudice and intentions to join anti-Muslim movements
among Norwegians. In study 2, they found that both realistic and symbolic threat, but to a
stronger extent realistic threat, predicted prejudice and intentions to persecute Muslims among
Americans. Studies such as these highlight the role of country, context, and rhetoric in
perception of the type of threat and its contribution in development and perpetuation of prejudice
towards Muslims.
Role of Moderators in perception of threat towards Muslims
ITT suggest that individual differences contribute to perceptions of threat and prejudice.
Therefore, it is likely that certain individual differences may moderate threat and prejudice.
When it comes to prejudice towards Muslims, there is some evidence of SDO’s association with
realistic threat. A study done by Uenal (2016) found that SDO was a stronger predictor of
realistic threat perceptions and anti-Muslim sentiments as opposed to symbolic threat
perceptions. RWA has also been found to moderate threat perceptions and prejudice towards
Muslims. Dunwoody and McFarland (2017) found that authoritarianism increased perceptions of
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threat and support of extreme anti- Muslim policies. However, specific associations of RWA
with realistic and symbolic threat and prejudice towards Muslims to date appear to have not been
fully examined.
In several studies assessing prejudice towards Muslims, group identification has
moderated perceptions of threat. Steel et al. (2015) found that more identification with country
(USA) was associated with more realistic threat and anti-Muslim prejudice. In contrast in a
study done among Dutch participants, identification with their group (country) interacted only
with symbolic threat perceptions to predict prejudice towards Muslims (Gonzalez et al. 2008).
Identification with country is likely to impact threat perceptions along similar lines to the
country’s general view of the target outgroup. Since the rhetoric surrounding Muslims in
America is mostly related to terrorism and realistic threat, it can be expected that more
identification with America would heighten perceptions of realistic threat of Muslims. Among
the Dutch population, the perception surrounding Muslims is that they are unwilling and unable
to assimilate with the host culture, therefore most studies done in Netherlands find more support
for symbolic threat’s association with prejudice.
Current Research
As discussed above through various correlational studies and meta-analysis, perceptions
of threat are consistently associated with prejudice (Reik, Mania & Gaertner, 2006). The
Integrated Threat Theory has been put to the test a few times and with different target groups,
however there are still some gaps in literature regarding the utility of this theory. The bulk of the
research done to assess threat perceptions and prejudice is correlational. While correlational
evidence is useful in understanding association between threat and prejudice, it is not enough to
ascertain causality and since the ITT talks about a causal association between threat and
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prejudice it is imperative to experimentally study it to fully test the theory and understand the
underpinnings of prejudice. An experimental examination will also help to delineate and
highlight the role of specific threat in its contribution to prejudice and negative behavioral
intentions, especially since the measures of symbolic and realistic threat are highly correlated
(Rios et al. 2018). Since most of the research testing ITT has been correlational, an experimental
assessment will put the theory to further test and also help delineate the role of each threat
perception in prediction of prejudice. Given the current times and increasing intolerance, hate
crimes and prejudice towards Muslims, it is imperative to study the role of threat perceptions in
development of prejudice towards Muslims.
So far, most of the studies on ITT and prejudice towards Muslims have been conducted
in Europe and have found support for threat perceptions with stronger evidence for symbolic
threat in predicting prejudice whereas a few studies in USA have found more support for realistic
threat ( Pal & Wellman, 2020; Obaidi et al. 2018) . However the evidence in the USA is limited
and mostly correlation. Therefore, experimentally examining ITT and prejudice towards
Muslims in USA will not only add to the literature but also help to the clarification of the theory.
Additionally, the theory also mentions role of context in contributing to prejudice, but studies
have not been done in non-western contexts to support that claim. Since Islamophobia, hate
crimes and violence are on the rise in several parts of the World, it would be an addition to the
theory to assess the role of symbolic and realistic threat in development of prejudice, support for
violence and civil policies in different eastern countries as well.
This dissertation focuses on testing the Intergroup Threat Theory by experimentally
manipulating symbolic and realistic threat and studying its association with prejudice towards
Muslims. The research is divided in three studies. Studies 1 and 2 are conducted among an

13

American sample and Study 3 is conducted among an Indian sample. The goal of this research is
to test and advance the Intergroup Threat Theory, as well as to contribute to the understanding of
prejudice, violence, and exclusion of Muslims. My dissertation has the following specific aims:
Aim 1. To experimentally examine ITT with respect to threat’s role in prejudice towards
Muslims (Studies 1, 2, and 3).
Aim 2. To delineate the role of symbolic and realistic threat in prediction of prejudice
(Studies 1, 2, and 3)
Aim 3. To ascertain whether salience of general threat predicts prejudice towards
Muslims (Study 1)
Aim 4. To ascertain whether salience of threat, specific to Muslims predicts prejudice
towards Muslims (Study 2).
Aim 5. To assess whether these results replicate in another context, India (Study 3).
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II. STUDY 1
The purpose of this study is to assess whether salience of threat perception predicts
prejudice, support for violence, and harsh civil policies towards Muslims. For this study,
participants were exposed to one of three conditions. In the realistic threat condition, they were
asked to write about a time their safety, resources, and well- being were threatened. In the
symbolic threat condition, participants were asked to write about a time their values and beliefs
were threatened. In the control condition, they were asked to write about what they ate for all
meals the previous day. In this study, I aim to assess the role of general realistic and symbolic
threat in increasing prejudice towards Muslims. In addition to assessing for the differential role
of perceived threat in predicting prejudice towards Muslims, I also test for several antecedents of
threat outlined by ITT as possible moderators.
For this study I have 4 primary hypotheses, namely:
H1. Salience of realistic and symbolic threat would lead to more prejudice, support for
harsh policies, and violent intentions towards Muslims as opposed to no threat.
H2. Salience of realistic threat would be more predictive of violent intentions and harsh
civil policies as compared to salience of symbolic threat.
H3. RWA will interact with threat to predict prejudice, violent intentions, and support
for harsh civil policies against Muslims when symbolic threat is salient.
H4. SDO and identification with country will interact with threat to predict prejudice,
harsh policies, and support for violent intentions towards Muslims when realistic threat is
salient.
15

This Study addresses aims 1, 2, and 3 of the dissertation.
Method
Participants
A total of 313 American individuals above 18 years of age participated in the study.
Participants were recruited through CloudResearch, an online data collection tool (Litman,
Robinson, & Abberbock, 2016) and the data was collected in May 2020. After assessing for
failed attention checks and manipulation checks (N= 56) data from 257 participants remained
(Race: 86.4% White, 5.8% Black or African American, 3.1% Latino or Hispanic, 1.9% Asian,
2.3% other; Religious Affiliation: 68.1% Christian, 3.1% Jew, .4% Muslim, 28.4% Other sex:
61.08% Female, 38.5% Male; Age: M = 47.92, SD =16.2. The study was pre-registered in OSF
(osf.io/xgvdk).
Procedure
Participants were told they are participating in a study that assesses their attitudes
towards different social issues. They were randomly assigned into one of three conditions,
realistic threat condition (n = 82), symbolic threat condition (n = 78), and no threat condition (n
= 97). In the realistic threat condition, participants were asked to write about a time their
resources or safety were threatened. In the symbolic threat condition, participants were asked to
write about a time their beliefs and values were threatened. In the no threat condition,
participants were asked to describe the last breakfast they ate. The participants were asked to
write for a period of 3 minutes, during which they were not be able to leave the page. To ensure
that they participated in the manipulation task, only responses with minimum 15 words were
included in the study. After being exposed to one of the three conditions, participants responded
to questions on prejudice towards Muslims, violent intentions, support for civil policies, and
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demographics. Along with these, participants also answered several measures for moderators
including right- wing authoritarianism, identification with country, and social dominance
orientation (See appendix A for questionnaires and conditions).
Manipulation Verification Study
The manipulation was assessed using a separate study so that the manipulation check
questions do not draw attention to the dependent measures.
Participants. A total of American 140 individuals above 18 years of age participated in
the study. Participants were recruited through CloudResearch, an online data collection tool
(Litman, Robinson, & Abberbock, 2016). After assessing for failed attention checks and
manipulation checks (N= 18) data from 122 participants remained (81.1% White, 8.3% Black or
African American, 2.5% Latino or Hispanic, 5.8% Asian, 1.7% other; sex: 57.40% Female,
41.8% Male; Age: M = 45.18, SD =16.56.
Procedure, Participants were told they are participating in a study that assesses their
attitudes towards different social issues. They were randomly assigned into one of three
conditions, realistic threat condition (n = 41), symbolic threat condition (n = 40), and no threat
condition (n = 41). In the realistic threat condition, participants were asked to write about a time
their resources or safety were threatened. In the symbolic threat condition, participants were
asked to write about a time their beliefs and values were threatened. In the no threat condition,
participants were asked to describe the last breakfast they ate. The participants were asked to
write for a period of 3 minutes, during which they will not be able to leave the page. To ensure
that they participated in the manipulation task, only responses with minimum 15 words were
included in the study. After being exposed to one of the three conditions, participants responded
to questions on symbolic and realistic threat perceptions and demographics.
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Measures
Symbolic Threat (adapted from Stephan et al. 1999; Gonzalez et al. 2008)
Symbolic threat was assessed by asking three questions adapted from the larger scale.
Questions include “I feel that there is a threat to my culture” (M =3.76 , SD =1.82 , ⍺ =.95)
Realistic Threat (adapted from Stephan et al. 1999; Gonzalez et al. 2008)
Realistic threat was assessed by asking four questions adapted to this study. Sample
Questions include “I feel that I would have more difficulties in finding a job” (M =4.00 , SD
=1.43 , ⍺ =.83)
Statistical Analysis and Results. Data was analyzed by running One-Way ANOVA
followed by post hoc analysis for significant results. Additionally, to test for significant
difference between responses to manipulation, coding was done which was analyzed via
independent samples t-test. The results of the study indicated that the manipulation worked as
expected in making a particular threat salient when asked (see table 1.1).
Table 1.1
Manipulation Study results
Symbolic
Threat

Realistic
Threat

Control

Comparison Statistics

Self-Report
Perceived Symbolic Threat

4.34 (2.05) a

4.08(2.05) ab

3.20 (1.82) b

Perceived Realistic Threat

3.84 (1.56) a

4.70(1.08) b

3.12 (1.43) c

F(2,119)=3.759,
p=.026
F(2,119)=13.29,
p<.001

2.79 (1.32)a

1.21 (.61)b

Content Ratings (Blind raters)
Symbolic Threat
Realistic Threat

a

1.95 (1.33)

3.73 (1.65)

t(88)=7.023, p<.001
b

t(88)= -5.611, p<.001

Note. Different letters in the same row indicate significant mean differences
Measures
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All measures include response options that were on a Likert scale anchored at 1 =
strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree.
Prejudice towards Muslims. (Leibold & Kühnel, 2003; Zick et al., 2011 used by Uenal,
2016). Prejudice towards Muslims was assessed using 6 items that measure the extent to which
individuals feel negatively towards Muslims. Questions in the scale include “Muslims are not
trustworthy”, “Islam is a violence glorifying religion” (M =3.72 , SD =1.41 , ⍺ =.90).
Support for harsh policies against Muslims (Saleem, Prot, Anderson & Leiumux,
2016) To assess support for civil policies against Muslims, 7 items were used. These items
include statements such as “Muslim Americans should not be allowed to vote, The government
has every right to secretly monitor Muslims who come to the U.S” ( M= 3.06, SD = 1.54, ⍺ =
.93).
Violent Intentions (Obaidi et al. 2018). Individuals’ violent intentions was assessed
using 7 items such as “I’m ready to go and fight for Americans in another country”, and “I will
not personally use violence to help Americans” ( M= 3.73, SD = 1.53, ⍺ = .92).
Social Dominance Orientation (SDO; Pratto et al. 1996; revised Knowles et al. 2009).
Social dominance orientation was assessed using the short version SDO scale. The scale consists
of 4 items such as “It’s okay if some groups have more of a chance in life than others,” and “If
certain groups stayed in their place, we would have fewer problems” (M =2.69 , SD =1.25 , ⍺
=.74).
Right Wing Authoritarianism (Altemeyer 1981, revised Funke, 2005). Right wing
authoritarianism was measured using a shorter version of the RWA scale. The scale consists of
15 items such as “Obedience and respect for authority are the most important values children
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should learn, What our country really needs instead of more “civil rights” is a good stiff dose of
law and order” (M=3.92 , SD=1.19 , ⍺ =.87).
Identification with Country (adapted from Luhtanen & Crocker, 1992 ;Gonzalez,
Verktuyen & Poppe, 2008). To assess for participants level of identification with their country, 4
questions were asked. These include items like “My American identity is an important part of my
self”, “It is very important to me to be an American” (M= 5.31, SD = 1.61, ⍺ = .90).
Demographics Participants were asked several questions about their demographics to get
additional information. They were asked about their age, gender, race, religion, education and
political ideology.
Manipulation Check
The written responses on study 1 were coded by blind raters following the same
procedure as the manipulation verification task. The results showed a significant difference in
the degree to which participants responses were indicative of symbolic vs realistic threat across
conditions. The mean of symbolic threat responses (M = 4.39, SD = 2.91) was significantly
higher than realistic threat (M= 3.27, SD = 2.37) in the symbolic threat condition, t(202) = 3.02,
p <.01). Similarly, the mean of realistic threat responses (M = 6.24, SD = 3.38) was significantly
higher than symbolic threat (M = 4.94, SD = 3.17) in the realistic threat condition, t(200) = 2.78, p<.01). Suggesting that participants in the symbolic threat conditions wrote statements
corresponding more strongly to symbolic threat and participants in the realistic threat conditions
wrote statements corresponding more strongly to realistic threat.
Analysis
To examine the hypotheses, I conducted a series of One -Way ANOVAs and hierarchical
linear regressions. On Step 1 of the regression analysis condition was entered represented by the
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covariate (mean centered). Political orientation has been used in similar studies as a covariate
and was so used in this study given its positive correlation with prejudice ( Shaver et al. 2017;
Duckitt & Sibley, 2008). On Step 2, the condition was and entered using dummy variables to
assess for main effects along with the moderators. On Step 3, the interaction between moderators
and each dummy coded variable was entered. Significant interactions were followed-up by
examination of the simple slope of each moderator within each condition and endpoint analysis
at +/- 1 standard deviation of moderators.
Results
Prejudice Towards Muslims
Contrary to prediction there is no main effect of threat condition on prejudice towards
Muslims F (2, 254) = .862, p=.42.
As predicted, there is a significant interaction of SDO with condition to predict prejudice
towards Muslims ∆ F(2, 249) = 3.38, p =.03, ∆R2 = .02 Model: F (6, 249) = 24.80, p<.01, R2
=.37 (See table 1.2 for full output). SDO in the realistic threat condition was associated with
greater endorsement of prejudiced attitudes, b=.52, p<.01. SDO also significantly moderated
prejudice towards Muslims within the symbolic threat b=.45, p <.01 but not in control condition
b=.18, p =.06 (Figure 1.1). Low scores on SDO was associated with greater prejudice in the
control condition compared to the realistic threat condition, t (249) = -2.21, p =.02. There is no
significant difference between symbolic and control condition at low levels of SDO t (249) = .45, p =.64. At high levels of SDO, symbolic threat significantly differs from control in scores of
prejudice, t(249) = 2.18, p=.02. There is no significant difference between realistic and control
condition at high levels of SDO t (249) = 1.28, p =.19. There is no significant difference between
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symbolic and realistic threat conditions and prejudice at low (t (249) = -1.76, p =.08) and high
levels of SDO, t (249) = -.96, p =.33.
Table 1.2
Regression Model Summary for Prejudice towards Muslims

B(SE)
Step 1:
Political Orientation
(Covariate)
Step 2:
Dummy 1 (1=Symbolic)
Dummy 2 (1=Realistic)
SDO
Step 3:
Dummy 1*SDO
Dummy 2*SDO
Step 1:
Political Orientation
(Covariate)
Step 2:
Dummy 1 (1=Symbolic)
Dummy 2 (1=Realistic)
RWA
Step 3:
Dummy 1*RWA
Dummy 2*RWA
Step 1:
Political Orientation
(Covariate)
Step 2:
Dummy 1 (1=Symbolic)
Dummy 2 (1=Realistic)
Identification with USA
Step 3:
Dummy 1*Identification
Dummy 2*Identification

Prejudice Towards Muslims
CI low
CI High

.37(.04)

.29

∆R2
.25

.45
.10

.22(.17)
-.10(.17)
-.38(.06)

.21
-.44
.26

.36
.23
.50

.26(.17)
.34(.13)
B(SE)

-.01
.07
CI low

.38
.61
CI High

.37(.04)

.29

.45

.14(.17)
-.33(.16)
-.54(.07)

-.19
-.36
.40

47
.29
.68

.33(.09)
.35(.13)
B(SE)

.06
.09
CI low

.60
.62
CI High

.37(.04)

.29

.45

.08(.18)
-.16(.16)
-.17(.05)

-.28
-.52
.07

.44
.19
.27

.28(.11)
.23(.10)

.06
.02

.51
.44

.01

∆R2
.25

.14

.02

∆R2
.25

.04

.02

Note. Bold indicated p<.05.
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Figure 1.1
Interaction of SDO with condition to predict prejudice towards Muslims
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Similarly, as expected, RWA also interacted with condition to predict prejudice towards
Muslims ∆ F(2, 249) = 4.58, p =.01, ∆R2 = .02, Model: F (6, 249) = 29.41, p<.01, R2 =.41. At
higher levels of RWA, individuals endorsed more prejudiced attitudes towards Muslims when
exposed to realistic threat b=.69, p<.01 and symbolic threat b=.66, p<.01. RWA also was
significantly related to prejudice in the control condition b=.33, p<.01 (Figure 1.2). End-point
analysis show that at low levels of RWA, scores on prejudice are significantly higher in control
condition compared to the realistic threat condition, t (249) = -2.06, p=.04. There is no
significant difference between symbolic and control conditions at low levels of RWA t (249) = 1.18, p =.23. As hypothesized at high levels of RWA, scores on prejudice are significantly higher
in symbolic threat condition as compared to control t (249) = 2.28, p=.02. Similar to results of
SDO, there was no significant difference between realistic and control conditions at high levels
of RWA, t (249) = 1.75, p=.08. There is no significant difference between symbolic and realistic
threat conditions and prejudice at low (t (249) = -.75, p =.44) and high levels of RWA, t (249) = .86, p =.38.
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Figure 1.2
Interaction of RWA with condition to predict prejudice towards Muslims
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Identification with USA also significantly interacted with condition to predict prejudice
towards Muslims ∆ F(2, 246) = 3.90, p =.02, ∆R2 = .02, Model F (6, 246) = 18.74, p<.01, R2
=.31. At higher levels of identification with USA, individuals expressed more prejudiced
attitudes towards Muslims when exposed to realistic threat b=.27, p<.01 and symbolic threat
b=.32, p<.01. Identification with USA did not significantly relate to prejudice in the control
condition b=.03, p= .63(Figure 3). At 1 SD below the mean scores of identification with USA,
realistic threat significantly differs from control, t(246) = -2.16, p=.03. There is no significant
difference between symbolic and control conditions at 1 SD below the mean, t (249) = -1.48,
p=.13. Similar to SDO and RWA, at high levels of identification, scores on prejudice are
significantly higher in symbolic threat condition compared to control, t (246) = 2.08,
p=.04.There is no significant difference between realistic and control conditions at high levels of
identification with country, t (249) = .90, p=.36. There is no significant difference between
symbolic and realistic threat conditions and prejudice at low (t (249) = -.46, p =.64) and high
levels of identification with country t (249) = -1.10, p =.27.
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Figure 1.3
Interaction of Identification with USA with condition to predict prejudice towards Muslims
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Support for Harsh Policies towards Muslims
Results yielded no main effect of condition on support for harsh policies towards
Muslims F (2, 254) = .189, p =.82.
As hypothesized SDO significantly interacted with condition to predict support for harsh
policies towards Muslims ∆ F(2, 249) = 3.21, p =.04, ∆R2 = .014, Model F (6, 249) = 34.44,
p<.01, R2 =.45 (Table 1.3). SDO was more strongly related to support for harsh policies in the
realistic threat condition , b=.79, p<.01. Similar relationships were found for symbolic threat
condition b=.55, p<.01 and control condition b=.44, p<.01 (Figure 1.4). At 1 SD below the mean
scores of SDO is significantly higher in the control condition compared to realistic threat, t (249)
= -1.98, p=.04. There is no significant difference between symbolic and control at low SDO, t
(249) = .03, p=.97. At high level of SDO there is no significant difference between symbolic and
control condition, t (249) = .98, p=.32. Similarly there is no significant difference between
realistic and control condition, t (249) = 1.49, p =.13. There is a marginal significant difference
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between symbolic and realistic threat conditions at low SDO (t (249) = -1.95, p =.05) with
support for harsh policies being higher under realistic threat condition. At high SDO there is no
difference between symbolic and realistic threat conditions, t (249) = .41, p =.68.
Table 1.3
Regression Model Summary for support for harsh policies towards Muslims

Step 1:
Political Orientation
(Covariate)
Step 2:
Dummy 1 (1=Symbolic)
Dummy 2 (1=Realistic)
SDO
Step 3:
Dummy 1*SDO
Dummy 2*SDO
Step 1:
Political Orientation
(Covariate)
Step 2:
Dummy 1 (1=Symbolic)
Dummy 2 (1=Realistic)
RWA
Step 3:
Dummy 1*RWA
Dummy 2*RWA
Step 1:
Political Orientation
(Covariate)
Step 2:
Dummy 1 (1=Symbolic)
Dummy 2 (1=Realistic)
Identification with USA
Step 3:
Dummy 1*Identification
Dummy 2*Identification

Support for Harsh Policies Towards Muslims
B(SE)
CI low
CI High
∆R2
.23
.39(.04)

.30

.48
.20

.14(.18)
-.05(.17)
.60(.06)

-.21
-.40
.47

.41
.29
.72
.01

.10(.14)
.34(.14)
B(SE)

-.18
.07
CI low

.39
.62
CI High

.37(.04)

.29

.45

.01(.18)
.03(.18)
.69(.07)

-.34
-.31
.54

.37
.39
.84

.16(.14)
.29(.14)
B(SE)

-.13
.01
CI low

∆R2
.23

.19

.01
.45
.57
CI High

.37(.04)

.29

.45

-.01(.20)
-.06(.20)
.24(.05)

-.41
-.46
.12

.38
.33
.35

.17(.13)
.16(.12)

-.08
-.07

.43
.40

∆R2
.22

.05

.007

Note. Bold indicated p<.05.
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Figure 1.4.
Interaction of SDO with condition to predict support for harsh policies towards Muslims.
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RWA did not significantly interact with condition to predict support for harsh civil
policies towards Muslims ∆ F(2, 249) = 2.08, p =.12, ∆R2 = .01 , Model F (6, 249) = 31.35,
p<.01, R2 =.43. There is a significant main effect of RWA on support for harsh policies towards
Muslims, b = .69, p <.01.
Similarly, identification with USA did not significantly interact with condition to predict
support for harsh policies, ∆ F(2, 246) = 1.27, p =.282, ∆R2 = .007 , Model F (6, 246) = 16.19,
p<.01, R2 =.28. There was a significant main effect of identification on support for harsh policies
towards Muslims, b = .24, p <.01.
Violent Intentions
There was no significant effect of condition on violent intentions F (2, 254) = .121,
p=.88.
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SDO did not significantly interact with condition to predict violent intentions ∆ F(2, 249)
= 1.05, p =.35, ∆R2 = .007, Model F (6, 249) = 4.70, p<.01, R2 =.10 (Table 1.4). There is a
significant main effect of SDO on violent intentions, b = .15, p <.01.
Table 1.4
Regression Model Summary for Violent Intentions
Violent Intentions
CI low
CI High

B(SE)
Step 1:
Political Orientation
(Covariate)
Step 2:
Dummy 1 (1=Symbolic)
Dummy 2 (1=Realistic)
SDO
Step 3:
Dummy 1*SDO
Dummy 2*SDO

.22(.05)

.13

Step 1:
Political Orientation
(Covariate)
Step 2:
Dummy 1 (1=Symbolic)
Dummy 2 (1=Realistic)
Identification with USA
Step 3:
Dummy 1*Identification
Dummy 2*Identification

.32
.01

-.03(.22)
.01(.22)
.15(.07)

-.47
-.42
.002

.41
.44
.30
.01

-.01(.18)
.21(.17)

-.37
-.13

B(SE)
Step 1:
Political Orientation
(Covariate)
Step 2:
Dummy 1 (1=Symbolic)
Dummy 2 (1=Realistic)
RWA
Step 3:
Dummy 1*RWA
Dummy 2*RWA

∆R2
.08

CI low

.34
.56
∆R2

CI High

.08
.22(.04)

.13

.32

-.06(.22)
.03(.22)
.23(.09)

-.50
-.39
.04

.37
.46
.42

.02

.01
.16(.14)
.19(.17)
B(SE)

-.13
-.15
CI low

.45
.54
CI High

∆R2
.08

.23(.04)

.13

.32
.02

-.11(.22)
-.01(.22)
.16(.06)

-.55
-.45
.03

.32
.42
.28
.01

-.22(.14)
-.11(.13)

-.50
-.37

28

.06
.15

Note. Bold indicated p<.05.
Similarly, RWA did not significantly interact with condition to predict violent intentions
∆ F(2, 249) = .95, p =.38, ∆R2 = .006, Model F (6, 249) = 5.06, p<.01, R2 =.10. There is a main
effect of RWA on violent intentions on violent intentions, b = .23, p <.01.
Identification with USA also did not significantly interact with condition and violent
intentions ∆ F(2, 246) = 1.18, p =.30, ∆R2 = .008, Model F (6, 246) = 5.18, p<.01, R2 =.11.
There is a main effect of US identification on violent intentions, b = .16, p <.01.
Discussion
The primary goal of the study was to assess whether salience of threat predicted prejudice
towards Muslims. Given the rise of dislike, intolerance and restrictions towards Muslims
globally, the study sought to assess the underpinnings of such prejudice towards Muslims
(Lipka,2017; Croucher & Cronn-Mill, 2011). Perceived threat’s association with prejudice
towards Muslims has primarily been established correlationally, in this Study I attempted to
understand whether manipulating threat would contribute to prejudice towards Muslims, support
for harsh policies towards Muslims and Violent Intentions (Reik, Mania & Gaertner, 2006). Prior
literature has found that ideological traits like SDO, RWA and group identification to be
associated with threat and prejudice (Rios, et al. 2018). Hence this study sought to assess the
association of SDO, RWA and identification with country with threat and prejudice towards
Muslims. Previous research has used specific manipulation of the target group which has yielded
mixed results (Kunst et al, 2019; Stephan et al. 2005). The threat manipulation used here did not
mention Muslims as I was interested in if the salience of a general threat might lead to negative
outcomes regarding Muslims.
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I found that threat by itself did not significantly predict prejudice towards Muslims,
support for harsh policies towards Muslims and violent intentions. While the manipulations
worked in eliciting threat, there was no significant main effect of the threat manipulation in
predicting prejudice, however there were several interaction effects. One of the reasons for lack
of main effects could be the high correlation between realistic and symbolic threat and their
similarity in relation to prejudice related outcomes (Stephan, Ybarra & Rios, 2015). Another
explanation for no difference between the threat conditions could be due to the time this data was
collected, it was collected in the initial stages of the COVID pandemic and in general both threat
perceptions would have been high at the time.
As predicted, individuals high in SDO, RWA and identification with country endorsed
more prejudice when threat was made salient. Additionally, individuals high in SDO also
expressed more support for harsh policies towards Muslims when threat was made salient. These
results offer unique contributions to the existing literature on threat and prejudice by depicting
that a reminder of threat and predisposition towards certain ideological traits may increase
prejudice towards Muslims. While studies have found association between threat and prejudice
towards Muslims (Obaidi et al. 2018; González et al. 2008), this is the first to demonstrate the
interaction between experiencing a general symbolic or realistic threat and personal
characteristics (SDO, RWA and identification with USA) predicting prejudice towards Muslims.
As hypothesized, the results indicated that at high levels of RWA individuals expressed more
prejudice when symbolic threat in made salient i.e when individuals are reminded of a threat to
their beliefs and values as opposed to control. This result is in line with previous research on the
association between RWA, threat and prejudice (Dunwoody & McFarland, 2017). Similar to the
results of RWA but contrary to my hypotheses, I found that individuals who endorsed SDO and

30

identified with US expressed more prejudice when primed with symbolic threat as opposed to no
threat. The results of this study are novel and essential as they add to threat and prejudice
literature by providing experimental evidence of threat and individual differences impact on
prejudice towards Muslims. SDO, RWA and identification with country predicts greater
prejudice towards Muslims when threat is made salient. High scores of these individual
difference constructs consistently predict higher scores on prejudice towards Muslims when
primed with symbolic threat suggesting that a predisposition to these traits heighten a threat to
one’s beliefs and values. While previous research has found more evidence of realistic threat’s
association with SDO, group identification and prejudice (Rios et al, 2018), perhaps my results
can be explained by the current social climate. With the current rhetoric in US being surrounded
on maintaining the ethos of USA such as “making America great again” and the recent elections
being fought over Americans’ rights and freedom (Kessel & Quinn, 2020) a need for maintaining
hierarchies and identification with US would be more associated with threat to beliefs.
The results are unique as they indicate that even a subtle reminder of threat, such as daily
encounters with members of any outgroup or high threat instances such as the COVID pandemic
may increase prejudice towards Muslims when individuals endorse certain ideological traits..
Previous studies have not looked at how an unrelated threat of a target group could lead to
prejudice, but this study makes evident that a mere reminder of threat unrelated to Muslims may
lead to increased prejudice towards them for those individuals high on SDO, RWA and
identification with USA. This study brings us one step closer to understanding the mechanism
behind prejudice and intolerance directed towards Muslims in the USA. Since this study found
support for a general reminder of threat in its association with prejudice towards Muslims, I
wanted to see whether perceptions of threat specific to Muslims would predict prejudice as well.
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Studies have found evidence that reading an article, or a vignette related to Muslims leads to
more expression of prejudice towards Muslims (Pal & Wellman, 2020; Conrad et al. 2018). It
would be a further addition to ITT and prejudice literature to test whether salience of specific
types of threats Muslims may represent leads to prejudice towards them. Therefore, I conducted
another study with manipulations specific to Muslims and associations of SDO, RWA and
identification with country in predicting prejudice, support for harsh policies and violent
intentions towards Muslims in USA.
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III. STUDY 2
The purpose of this study is to assess whether manipulating threat differently would still
yield the same results. In this study, I manipulate threat using an ostensible news article, that
makes either a symbolic or realistic threat of Muslims salient. These articles have been created to
look like a real news article. Existing research has found that negative media representation of
Muslims is related to more prejudice and less warmth towards them (Shaver et al. 2017). Since
the connotation of Muslims in media is mostly negative, the manipulation used in this study
emulates what people see in the real world yielding greater ecological validity (Stephan et. al.
2005). Additionally, via study 2 I wanted to understand whether a specific threat of Muslims will
increase threat perceptions and prejudice similar to general salience of threat used in Study 1.
This study aimed to address Aims 1, 2 and 4 of the dissertation. For this study I have similar
hypotheses as Study 1
H1. Salience of realistic and symbolic threat would lead to more prejudice, support for
harsh policies and violent intentions towards Muslims as opposed to no threat.
H2. Salience of realistic threat would be more predictive of violent intentions and harsh
civil policies towards Muslims as compared to salience of symbolic threat and no threat.
H3. RWA will interact with threat to predict prejudice, violent intentions and support for
harsh civil policies against Muslims when symbolic threat is salient.
H4. SDO and identification with country will interact with threat to predict prejudice and
support for violent intentions and harsh policies towards Muslims when realistic threat is
salient.
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Method
Participants
A total of 316 individuals from USA above 18 years of age participated in the study.
Participants were recruited through CloudResearch, an online data collection tool (Litman,
Robinson, & Abberbock, 2016) and the data was collected in October 2020. After assessing for
failed attention checks and manipulation checks (N= 50) data from 266 participants remained
(75.8% White, 10.9% Black or African American, 7.1% Latino or Hispanic, 3.8% Asian, 3.1%
other; sex: 61.7% Female, 38.3% Male; Religious Affiliation: 67.9% Christian, 2.3% Jew, 1.5%,
Muslim, 28.3% Other; Age: M = 39.40, SD =14.38. The study was pre-registered in OSF
(https://osf.io/xgvdk).
Procedure
Participants were randomly assigned into one of three conditions, realistic threat
condition (n =83) , symbolic threat condition (n= 90), and control condition (n= 93). In the
realistic threat condition, participants were exposed to an ostensible news article that describes
the history of Muslims in America and how the number of Muslims are steadily increasing. In
this version of the article the manipulation contained phrases such as “With the increase in
Muslim population in America, certain changes are expected to take place. Some of these
changes may be more money and resources being devoted to community buildings such as
additional community centers and mosques. Additionally, with more and more Muslims entering
the job market there is expected to be increased competition for both new and existing jobs in the
US.” In the symbolic threat condition, the article remained the same, but information provided
focused on changes to the American way of life in terms of changing beliefs and values. This
version of the article contained phrases such as, “With the increase in Americans converting to
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the religion of Islam, certain changes are expected to take place. Some of these changes would
cater to the religious requirements of Muslims by recognizing Islamic holidays as public
holidays, such as Eid-Ul-Fitr and Eid-Ul-Zuha. In addition to this, an increase in acceptance for
expressions of Islamic culture is expected, such as women wearing burqas or hijabs and seeing
Muslims read namaz (Islamic prayer) in public places”. In the control condition, the article was
unrelated to threat and mentions a new community center for youth in a predominantly Muslim
neighborhood (See appendix B for full articles).
After being exposed to one of the three conditions, participants responded to questions
on prejudice towards Muslims, violent intentions, support for civil policies and demographics.
Along with these, participants also answered several questions for the moderators which were
used in Study 1.
Measures
Participants reported Prejudice towards Muslims (M =3.62 , SD =1.46 , ⍺ =.89),
Support for harsh policies against Muslims (M= 3.37, SD = 1.53, ⍺ = .93), Violent Intentions
(M= 3.70, SD = 1.32, ⍺ = .84), Social Dominance Orientation (M =3.25 , SD =1.32 , ⍺ =.72),
Right Wing Authoritarianism (M=4.11 , SD=.89 , ⍺ =.75), Identification with country (M=
5.44, SD = 1.43, ⍺ = .93) and demographics using the same items as Study 1.
Manipulation Check Manipulation was assessed by asking participants questions pertaining to
the content of the article they read to make sure they noticed key information in the
manipulation.1 Participants who did not respond correctly were removed from the analysis

1

I attempted to pilot the manipulation elicited threat however, due to COVID the departmental subject pool had

low participation in the fall, and I was unable to get enough participants for the planned pilot and had to proceed
without.
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Analysis
To examine the hypotheses, I conducted a series of One -Way ANOVAs and hierarchical
linear regressions. On Step 1 of the regression analysis condition was entered represented by the
covariate (mean centered). Political orientation has been used in similar studies as a covariate
and was so used in this study given its positive correlation with prejudice ( Shaver et al. 2017;
Duckitt & Sibley, 2008). On Step 2, condition was entered using dummy variables to assess for
main effects along with the moderators. On Step 3, the interaction between moderators and each
dummy coded variable was entered. Significant interactions were followed-up by examination of
the simple slope of each moderator within each condition and endpoint analysis at +/- 1 standard
deviation of moderators.
Results
Prejudice Towards Muslims
Contrary to prediction there is no main effect of threat condition on prejudice towards
Muslims F (2, 263) = 1.224, p=.29
There is no significant interaction of SDO with condition to predict prejudice towards
Muslims ∆ F(2, 259) = .378, p =.68, ∆R2 = .002, Model: F (6, 259) = 17.98, p<.001, R2 =.29
(See table 2.1 for full output). However, there is a main effect of SDO on prejudice towards
Muslims, b = .51, p <.01.
Table 2.1.
Regression Model Summary for Prejudice towards Muslims
Prejudice Towards Muslims
B(SE)
Step 1:
Political Orientation
(Covariate)
Step 2:

CI low

CI High

∆R
.08

.21(.04)

.12

.30
.01
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Dummy 1 (1=Symbolic)
Dummy 2 (1=Realistic)
SDO
Step 3:
Dummy 1*SDO
Dummy 2*SDO

.07(.18)
.14(.18)
.51(.05)

-.28
-.22
.40

.44
.52
.63

-.04(.13)
-.12(.14)

-.31
-.40

.22
.15

.01

B(SE)
Step 1:
Political Orientation
(Covariate)
Step 2:
Dummy 1 (1=Symbolic)
Dummy 2 (1=Realistic)
RWA
Step 3:
Dummy 1*RWA
Dummy 2*RWA

CI low

∆R
.07

.21(.04)

.12

.30
.09

.19(.19)
.22(.20)
.53(.09)

-.19
-.17
.33

.58
.62
.74
.01

.29(.22)
-.12(.22)

-.14
-.56

B(SE)
Step 1:
Political Orientation
(Covariate)
Step 2:
Dummy 1 (1=Symbolic)
Dummy 2 (1=Realistic)
Identification with USA
Step 3:
Dummy 1*Identification
Dummy 2*Identification

CI High

CI low

.73
.31
CI High

∆R
.07

.21(.04)

.12

.30
.02

.20(.21)
.27(.21)
.12(.06)

-.20
-.14
.00

.61
.69
.25
.01

-.11(.14)
-.22(.14)

-.40
-.51

.17
.06

Note. Bold indicated p<.05.
Similarly, RWA did not interact with condition to predict prejudice towards Muslims ∆
F(2, 259) = 1.71, p =.18, ∆R2 = .01, Model: F (6, 259) = 9.31, p<.01, R2 =.17. There is a
significant main effect of RWA on prejudice towards Muslims, b = .78, p <.01.
Identification with USA also did not significantly interact with condition to predict
prejudice towards Muslims ∆ F(2, 259) = 1.17, p =.31, ∆R2 = .008, Model F (6, 259) = 4.94,
p<.01, R2 =.10. There is no main effect of identification on prejudice towards Muslims b = .11, p
= .29
Support for harsh policies towards Muslims
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Results yielded no main effect of condition on support for harsh policies towards
Muslims F (2, 263) = 1.21, p =.285.
Contrary to hypothesis SDO did not significantly interact with condition to predict
support for harsh policies towards Muslims ∆ F(2, 259) = .088, p =.91, ∆R2 = .0004, Model F (6,
259) = 30.82, p<.01, R2 =.41 ( Table 2.2). However, there is a main effect of SDO on support for
harsh policies towards Muslims, b = .65, p <.01.
Table 2.2.
Regression Model Summary for Support for harsh policies towards Muslims
Prejudice Towards Muslims
B(SE)
Step 1:
Political Orientation
(Covariate)
Step 2:
Dummy 1 (1=Symbolic)
Dummy 2 (1=Realistic)
SDO
Step 3:
Dummy 1*SDO
Dummy 2*SDO

CI low

CI High

.26(.04)

.16

.35

.03(.17)
.13(.18)
.65(.05)

-.31
-.22
.54

.37
.48
.76

.31

.00
-.003(.13)
.05(.13)

-.26
-.21

B(SE)
Step 1:
Political Orientation
(Covariate)
Step 2:
Dummy 1 (1=Symbolic)
Dummy 2 (1=Realistic)
RWA
Step 3:
Dummy 1*RWA
Dummy 2*RWA

.25
.32

CI low

CI High

.26(.04)

.16

.35

.17(.19)
.22(.20)
.71(.10)

-.22
-.17
.51

.56
.63
.92

.17(.22)
-.01(.22)

-.26
-.45

.61
.43

∆R2
.10

.14

.002

B(SE)
Step 1:
Political Orientation
(Covariate)

∆R2
.10

CI low

.26(.04)

.16
38

CI High

.35

∆R2
.10

Step 2:
Dummy 1 (1=Symbolic)
Dummy 2 (1=Realistic)
Identification with USA
Step 3:

.04
.19(.21)
.29(.21)
.22(.06)

Dummy 1*Identification

-.08(.14)

-.38

.20

Dummy 2*Identification

-.23(.15)

-.53

.05

-.22
-.13
.09

.61
.71
.35
.01

Note. Bold indicated p<.05.
There is no significant interaction of RWA with condition to predict support for harsh
policies either F(2, 259) = .421, p =.65, ∆R2 = .002, Model F (6, 259) = 14.27, p<.01, R2 =.24.
There is a main effect of RWA on support for harsh policies towards Muslims, b =.71, p<.01.
Similarly, identification with USA did not interact with condition to predict support for
harsh policies F(2, 259) = 1.26, p =.28, ∆R2 = .008, Model F (6, 259) = 7.99, p<.01, R2 =.15.
There is a significant main effect of identification with USA on support for harsh policies, b =
.22, p =.03.
Violent Intentions
There is no significant main effect of condition on violent intentions F (2, 263) = 2.23,
p=.10.
SDO did not significantly interact with condition to predict violent intentions ∆ F(2, 259)
= .78, p =.45, ∆R2 = .005, Model F (6, 259) = 8.98, p<.01, R2 =.17 (Table 2.3). There is a
significant main effect of SDO on violent intentions, b =.35, p <.01.
Table 2.3.
Regression Model Summary for Violent Intentions.
Violent Intentions
B(SE)
Step 1:
Political Orientation

.12(.04)
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CI low

CI High

.04

.21

∆R2
.03

(Covariate)
Step 2:
Dummy 1 (1=Symbolic)
Dummy 2 (1=Realistic)
SDO
Step 3:
Dummy 1*SDO
Dummy 2*SDO

.13
.13(.18)
-.29(.18)
.35(.05)

-.21
-.66
.23

.49
.06
.46
.005

-.04(.13)
.13(.14)

-.31
-.14

B(SE)

CI low

.21
.41
CI High

Step 1:
Step 2:
Dummy 1 (1=Symbolic)
Dummy 2 (1=Realistic)
RWA
Step 3:
Dummy 1*RWA
Dummy 2*RWA

B(SE)

CI low

CI High

.20(.17)
-.26(.18)
.60(.09)

-.14
-.62
.42

.56
.09
.79

-.18(.20)
.07(.20)

-.58
-.32

.21
.46

.005

B(SE)
Step 1:
Political Orientation
(Covariate)

∆R2
.03
∆R2
.15

CI low

.12(.04)

CI High

.04

∆R2
.03

.21

Step 2:

.07

Dummy 1 (1=Symbolic)
Dummy 2 (1=Realistic)
Identification with USA
Step 3:

.22(.18)
-.20(.19)
.22(.06)

Dummy 1*Identification

-.10(.13)

Dummy 2*Identification

-.01(.13)

-.14
-.58
.11

.59
.16
.34
.003

-.36
-.36

.15
.17

Note. Bold indicated p<.05
Similarly, RWA did not significantly interact with condition to predict violent intentions
∆ F(2, 259) = .79, p =.45, ∆R2 = .005, Model F (6, 259) = 9.94, p<.01, R2 =.18. There is a
significant main effect of RWA on violent intentions, b=.60, p<.01.
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Identification with USA also did not significantly moderate condition and violent
intentions ∆ F(2, 259) =.38, p =.67, ∆R2 = .002, Model F (6, 259) = 4.99, p<.01, R2 =.10. There
is no main effect of identification with USA on violent intentions, b=.22, p<.01.
Discussion
The purpose of Study 2 was to assess whether salience of threat from Muslims
contributes to prejudice towards Muslims. Additionally, I wanted to assess whether ideological
constructs related to prejudice would interact with threat to predict prejudice, support for harsh
policies and violent intentions. Contrary to my hypotheses the results indicated no significant
difference between conditions in prediction of prejudice, harsh policies and violent intentions
towards Muslims. Similarly, there is no interaction of SDO, RWA and US identification with
condition to predict prejudice, harsh policies and violent intentions. I see a significant main
effect of SDO and RWA on prejudice, harsh policies and violent intentions suggesting that
higher levels of SDO and RWA predict higher prejudice, support for harsh policies and violent
intentions towards Muslims. This result is consistent with previous research on SDO and RWA’s
association with prejudice (Rios, 2013; Kauf et al. 2013; Duckit & Sibley 2010).
The results of Study 2 are not in line with those of Study 1 or my hypotheses. There may
be several reasons for these results. One of these could be that the manipulations may not have
worked as I anticipated. Since I was not able to collect pilot data due to time and participant
restrictions arising from the pandemic, I used manipulation check questions I intended to
examine in a manipulation pilot at the end of the study. The results showed no significant
difference by condition in self-reported threat. This could indicate that the articles were
unsuccessful at manipulating threat or could indicate the manipulation was no longer salient by
the end of the study. The lack of a pilot and significant manipulation check cast doubt on the
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meaning of the null effects found in this study. Another explanation for these unexpected results
could be the time and context at which data was collected. The data collection occurred in the
middle of the COVID pandemic and at the peak of Black Lives Matter movement. At the time
individuals’ awareness about social issues and general threat perceptions would have been high
which may have resulted in more socially desirable responses.
Even though the results of this study were not significant, I still ran a version of Study 2
in India to assess the role of perceived threat in prejudice towards Muslims in a different
context.2 Given the importance of context and need for studies in non-western cultures, it
seemed imperative to test ITT in a country such as India where prejudice towards Muslims is
longstanding. Therefore, I conduct Study 3 to test whether salience of threat of Muslims would
contribute to prejudice towards Muslims in India.

2

Due to the COVID-19 pandemic and time constraints both Study 2 and 3 were collected before either was analyzed

so no modifications of Study 3 were able to be made based on the results of Study 2.
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I.V STUDY 3
Since ITT mentions the role of context in influencing perceptions of threat, it would be
useful to see whether the results of Study 1 and 2 replicate in a different context to understand
prejudice. Prejudice towards Muslims is not limited to the USA or western countries. Instances
of anti-Muslim rhetoric and negative actions towards Muslims in eastern countries have been
rising, such as Muslims genocides is Myanmar, China and anti-Muslim riots in India (Landale,
2021; BBC, 2020 ; Ellis-Peterson, 2020). For this study, I test ITT and prejudice towards
Muslims among Indians living in India. The reason I choose India is because of India’s unique
past and present with Muslims. India has a long history of conflict with Muslims, as a Hindu
majority nation, Hindus and Muslims have always been at odds to assert their place in Indian
society, especially since the partition in 1947 (Khan & Sen, 2009). In the last few years,
negativity towards Muslims has been progressively increasing and can be seen via instances of
mob violence, riots against Muslims and introduction of laws such as CAA that prevent Muslims
from immigrating to the country (Iftikhar, 2020; Ellis-Peterson, 2020; Bano et al., 2018).
Recently, there has been a push for creating and maintaining India as a Hindu nation despite it
traditionally being a secular nation. The current leading government (Bhartia Janata Party) is
pushing this agenda to stay in power by creating a threat of Muslims or instilling a sense that
Muslims are not part of the Indian way of life (Maizland, 2020; Sircar 2020). Historically,
Muslims have been perceived to represent a strong realistic threat, with Mughals ruling over
India, the partition and currently it is prevalent due to conflict between Indian and Pakistan
(Pandya, 2008; Rao, 2008). Muslims also are often cast as posing a symbolic threat as Indians
43

(predominantly of Hindu faith) believe that Muslims’ beliefs and values are contradictory to
theirs, such as consumption of beef or praying in mosques on land that may have belonged to
Hindus Gods (Old Writer, 2017; Madan, 2010).
Given India’s current sociopolitical climate and the negative rhetoric surrounding
Muslims, it would be beneficial to understand perceived threat’s role in perpetuation of such
negative attitudes. For this study, I have two sets of competing hypotheses. One set of
hypotheses remains the same as previous 2 studies, where I expect the results from America to
replicate to India, this would indicate that the cultural context maybe irrelevant to perception of
threat and prejudice toward Muslims. However, given that India’s sociopolitical context and
culture is very different from that of America, one might expect the results to be slightly
different. While there is evidence of Muslims posing both realistic and symbolic threat, given
that the dialogue surrounding Muslims in India is presently focused on them being different and
not part of Indian/Hindu culture, the salience of symbolic threat seems like it may be more
closely tied to Muslim prejudice (Ruback & Singh, 2008). A study done by Tausch, Hewstone,
and Roy (2009) to assess perceived threat and prejudice among Hindus and Muslims in India,
found that Hindus perceived more symbolic threat of Muslims and prejudice towards them as
opposed to realistic threat. Their study provides some correlational evidence for symbolic
threat’s association with prejudice towards Muslims and is consistent with India’s general
perception of Muslims as a threat to the majority Hindu religion and customs. Therefore,
examined these two sets of competing hypotheses for this study:
Replication Hypotheses:
H1. Salience of realistic threat would lead to more violent intentions, support for harsh
policies towards Muslims as compared to salience of symbolic threat and no threat.
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H2 Identification with country will interact with threat to predict prejudice, harsh
policies, and support for violent intentions towards Muslims when realistic threat is
salient.
Hypotheses based on contextual differences:
H1. Salience of symbolic threat will lead to more prejudice, violent intentions, and
support for harsh civil policies towards Muslims as opposed to realistic threat.
H2. Identification with country will interact with threat perception to predict, violent
intentions, and support for harsh policies when symbolic threat is salient.
This study will target Aims 1,2 and 5 of the dissertation project.
Method
Participants
A total of 322 individuals residing in India above 18 years of age participated in the
study. Participants were recruited through CloudResearch, an online data collection tool (Litman,
Robinson, & Abberbock, 2016) and the data was collected in February 2021. After assessing for
failed attention checks and manipulation checks (N= 123) data from 206 participants
remained(sex: 50% Female, 50% Male; Religious Affiliation: 5.8% Christian, 80.6% Hindu,
5.3% Muslim,1.9% Sikh, 4.9% Other; Age: M = 32.48, SD =10.22. The study was pre-registered
in OSF (osf.io/xjn3z).
Procedure
Participants were randomly assigned into one of three conditions, realistic threat (n= 69)
condition, symbolic threat (n =83) condition and no threat (n = 54) condition. In each condition,
participants read an ostensible news article, similar to ones used in Study 2 but adapted to the
Indian context. In the symbolic threat condition, the manipulation contained phrases such as
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“With the increase in Muslim population in India, certain changes are expected to take place.
Some of these changes may be more money and resources being devoted to community buildings
such as additional community centers and mosques. Additionally, with more and more Muslims
entering the job market there is expected to be increased competition for both new and existing
jobs in the India.” In the symbolic threat condition the manipulation contained phrases such as
“With the increase in Indians converting to the religion of Islam, certain changes are expected to
take place. Some of these changes would cater to the religious requirements of Muslims such as
increase in mosques, acceptance of sharia (Islamic law) and seeing Muslims read namaz
(Islamic prayer) in public places.” After being exposed to one of the three conditions,
participants responded to questions on prejudice towards Muslims, violent intentions, support for
civil policies, group identification and demographics. For exploratory analysis, responses on
SDO and RWA were also collected like Studies 1 and 2. After participants completed the
questionnaires, they were thanked for their participation (See appendix C for articles and
questionnaires).
Measures
All measures were adapted to the Indian context and include response options on a Likert
scale anchored at 1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree.
Prejudice towards Muslims (Leibold & Kühnel, 2003; Zick et al., 2011 used by Uenal,
2016). Prejudice towards Muslims was assessed using 6 items that measure the extent to which
individuals feel negatively towards Muslims. Questions in the scale include “Muslims are not
trustworthy”, “Islam is a violence glorifying religion” (M =3.47 , SD =1.48 , ⍺ =.89).
Support for harsh policies against Muslims (adapted from Saleem, Prot, Anderson &
Leiumux, 2016). To assess support for civil policies against Muslims, 7 items were used. These
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items include statements such as “Muslim Indians should not be allowed to vote, The
government has every right to secretly monitor Muslims who come to India” (M =3.38 , SD
=1.33 , ⍺ =.81).
Violent Intentions (adapted from Obaidi et al., 2018). Individuals’ violent intentions was
assessed using 7 items such as “ I will personally use violence against people harming other
Indians that I care about” (M =3.68 , SD =1.38 , ⍺ =.78).
Identification with Country (adapted from Luhtanen & Crocker, 1992 ;Gonzalez,
Verktuyen & Poppe, 2008).To assess for participants level of identification with their country, 4
questions were asked. These include items like “My Indian identity is an important part of my
self”, “It is very important to me to be an Indian” (M = 6.37 , SD =.97 , ⍺ =.89).
Social Dominance Orientation (SDO; Pratto et al. 1996; revised Knowles et al. 2009)
Social dominance orientation was assessed using the short version SDO scale. The scale
consists of 4 items such as “It’s okay if some groups have more of a chance in life than others,”
and “If certain groups stayed in their place, we would have fewer problems” (M =3.75 , SD =.97
, ⍺ =.23).
Right Wing Authoritarianism (Altemeyer 1981, revised Funke, 2005)
Right wing authoritarianism was measured using a shorter version of the RWA scale.
The scale consists of 15 items such as “Obedience and respect for authority are the most
important values children should learn, What our country really needs instead of more “civil
rights” is a good stiff dose of law and order” (M=4.36 , SD=.97, ⍺ =.34)
Manipulation Checks
Manipulation was assessed by asking participants questions pertaining to the article they
read. Participants who did not respond correctly were removed from the analysis.
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Demographics
Participants were asked several questions about their demographics to get additional
information similar to Studies 1 and 2.
Analysis
To examine the hypotheses, I conducted a series of One -Way ANOVAs . Given the lack
of range of scores on identification, this measure was not used in the analysis. Similarly, SDO
and RWA were not used in the analysis as the reliability of scales could not be established.
Results
Prejudice Towards Muslims
As predicted there is a main effect of threat condition on prejudice towards Muslims F (2,
203) = 3.93, p=.021, η2 = .16 (Figure 1.5). To further test for differences between conditions a
post hoc analysis was done. The realistic threat condition (M = 3.64, SD =1.43) significantly
differed from the control condition (M = 2.99, SD =.19, Mdiff =.652, p <.05). The symbolic threat
condition (M = 3.64, SD =1.53) was also significantly different from the control condition, Mdiff
=.651, p <.05. There is no significant difference between symbolic and realistic threat conditions,
with their means being the same ( Mdiff =.00, p =1.00).
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Figure 1.5
One way ANOVA for threat and prejudice towards Muslims.
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Support for harsh policies towards Muslims
Results yielded no main effect of condition on support for harsh policies towards
Muslims F (2, 198) = 1.41, p =.24.
Violent Intentions
There is no significant main effect of condition on violent intentions F (2, 198)= .144,
p=.86.
Discussion
The purpose of this study was to assess whether perceptions of threat of Muslims
contribute to increased prejudice towards Muslims in India as well. Given India’s complicated
history with Muslims and the increasing inter-religious and political propaganda focused on
portraying Muslims as threat, it seemed imperative to evaluate the role of threat in predicting
prejudice towards Muslims (Maizland, 2020). As hypothesized the results indicate that salience
of threat of Muslims predicted more prejudice towards Muslims. However, contrary to my
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hypothesis there was no significant difference between symbolic and realistic threat conditions.
Similar to study 2, an explanation for this result could be the context of data collection. During
the last few years, the leading government of India has constantly used threat of Muslims
(symbolic and realistic) to portray Muslims in negative light and as anti-Indian. While mob
lynching of Muslims (for consumption, production or possession of beef) has been increasing
over the past 5 years, portraying Muslims as symbolic threat, the recent laws to prohibit Muslims
from immigrating to the country (CAA) reflect a realistic threat (Vasudeva & Barkdull, 2020;
Tamkin, 2020; Frayer, 2019). Additionally, when the data was collected the pandemic was
reaching a peak in India and Muslims were blamed for intentional spread due to a religious
congregation where a few tested positive, reflecting both a symbolic and realistic threat (EllisPeterson & Rahman, 2020). These contextual instances depict how both realistic and symbolic
threat of Muslims would have been high at the time, therefore a difference between the two
could not be established.
My other primary hypothesis was that identification with India would interact with threat
perception to predict prejudice, harsh policies and violent intentions. The results were not
analyzed as the identification measure was not reliable due to the ceiling effect observed with no
range of responses. Again this could be context laden since over the past few years the rhetoric in
India has been surrounded around maintaining nationalism by supporting the current government
(Tamkin, 2020).
The aim of Study 3 was to see whether the results would be replication of Study 2 (or
study 1) or would they differ based on Indian context. The results while not a replication, are
consistent with the idea that both symbolic and realistic threat is driving prejudice towards
Muslims (Rios et al. 2018). The results of study 3 offer novel and valuable insight into threat and
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prejudice literature. This was one of the first studies, to my knowledge, which offers an
experimental examination of ITT and prejudice towards Muslims in India. The importance of
context is highlighted in this study. Given the rise of Covid-19 and increasing political/religious
tensions in India, the results of this study take on greater importance.
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V. OVERALL DISCUSSION
The purpose of this dissertation was to experimentally test the Intergroup Threat Theory
and establish threat’s role in predicting prejudice towards Muslims in different contexts. Across
three studies I sought to ascertain whether perceptions of realistic and symbolic threat (general or
specific to Muslims) would predict prejudice, support for harsh policies and violent intentions
towards Muslims. Additionally, I assessed whether individual differences such as SDO, RWA and
identification with country would interact with threat perception to predict these outcomes.
The results of Study 1 were partially in line with hypotheses suggesting that endorsing
SDO, RWA and identifying with USA predicts higher prejudice towards Muslims when threat is
made salient, particularly when symbolic threat is made salient. These results though expected
were not supported by Study 2, perhaps due to nature of manipulation, lack of a pilot study, context
of data collection and likelihood of socially desirable responses. Study 3 used similar manipulation
as Study 2 (specific threat of Muslims) and the results indicated that individuals did express more
prejudice towards Muslims when either a realistic or symbolic threat was made salient.
While the results across these studies are not entirely consistent or as hypothesized, they
offer novel contributions and addition to ITT. Study 1 depicted that when one endorses SDO,
RWA and identifies with US more, symbolic threat seems to be driving prejudice towards Muslims
more as compared to control. While the results in realistic threat condition were along the same
line as symbolic threat, they did not differ from the control conditions. This result is unique as
previous research has found more evidence for realistic threat’s association with prejudice in USA
among Christian participants (Pal & Wellman, 2020). The results suggest that being exposed to
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any threat regardless of Muslims may lead to an increase in prejudice towards Muslims. This is
particularly important in current times as general threat perceptions are on the rise and so is
intolerance, prejudice towards Muslims. These results suggest that individuals may use an
outgroup as a scapegoat under situations where threat perceptions are highlighted, evidence of
such behavior is visible via the recent backlash and hate crimes against Asians (Nuyen, 2021).
Another valuable insight provided via these studies is the role of context. This
dissertation was conducted at the peak of a pandemic which may have greatly influenced the
responses and specifically threat perceptions. Additionally, this was one of the first studies to
have experimentally tested ITT in India. The results were similar to that of Study 1, in
highlighting the role of threat in predicting prejudice towards Muslims. The current rhetoric
around Muslims in India is one of hate, otherness and intolerance which is being perpetuated by
spreading fabricated information via social media apps such as WhatsApp messenger (Maizland,
2020, Vasudeva & Barkdull, 2019). Scholars believe that Muslims are being increasingly
discriminated against and marginalized in India (Agarwal, 2020; Human Rights Watch, 2020).
Therefore, the results of this study are keeping in line with India’s current climate and highlight
an acceptability of perpetuating prejudice towards Muslims. One aspect that is evident across
these studies is that there is minimal evidence for differential impact of type of threat i.e both
symbolic and realistic threat seem to be driving prejudice towards Muslims, a result that is
somewhat consistent with previous research (Ciftci, 2012; Reik et al. 2006). While previous
research has found more support for one type of threat being more consistent with prejudice
towards specific groups, such as symbolic threat being associated with homosexuals (Rios, 2013;
Herek, 2002) the evidence for specific threat’s association with Muslims still remains unclear.
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This project offers more support and evidence for both realistic and symbolic threat’s association
with prejudice towards Muslims.
Overall the results of this dissertation offer unique and valuable contribution to the role of
perceived threat in contributing to prejudice towards Muslims. The experimental evidence
corroborates previous research and the theory’s premise that threat and individual traits are an
antecedent to prejudice. These results are valuable to understanding prejudice and intergroup
relations as a mere reminder of threat may lead to negative perception of outgroups.
Additionally, by assessing the theory’s applicability in a different country among non-WEIRD
(Western Educated Industrialized Rich and Democratic) sample, I add to the theory by exhibiting
the importance of context and a wider representation of sample.
Limitations
While this dissertation project is useful and novel, it is not without limitations. Given the
self-report nature of the study and questions surrounding prejudice, the results may have failed to
capture individuals’ true beliefs due to concern over providing socially desirable responses. This
may be particularly true for studies 2 and 3 since the manipulations mentioned Muslims.
Additionally, given the constraints of time and resources, I was not able to pilot test the
manipulations for Studies 2 and 3 resulted in a lack of a threat manipulation check and a clarity
of whether the manipulation is effective in eliciting the desired threat. Lastly, the results of this
project may have been heavily influenced by the onset and continuation of the COVID pandemic
which may have resulted in higher sensitivity to threat . This may have led to manipulations not
eliciting differences between threat conditions or confounded the responses to outcome
measures. Individuals may have already been threatened due to a rising pandemic and its
consequences to health, resources, well-being and beliefs. A relatively large number of
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participants in Study 3 failed the manipulation check which may also have resulted in the results
being less accurate.
Future Directions
The current research was successful in establishing threat and individual differences’ role
in predicting prejudice towards Muslims. However, given the limitations due COVID, it will be
pertinent to understand whether these manipulations truly make threat salient and lead to
prejudice. This can be achieved by doing a replication study at a later time when threat
perceptions may not be as high. Additionally, future research may use similar manipulations to
test prejudice towards different target groups as a further test of the model, specifically of
general threat perceptions and prejudice.
As per Stephan and Stephan (2018) culture plays an important role in how threat is
perceived, however not much research has been done to test the theory while taking culture in
account or conducting cross-cultural comparisons. Since this was one of the first projects to test
ITT and prejudice towards Muslims in India and the results made evident the role of threat
suggesting the impact India’s context may have on such perceptions. It would be beneficial to
conduct a thorough cross-cultural examination to understand how much of threat is being driven
by context as it currently remains unclear. Additionally, given the large number of participants
failing manipulation checks in Study 3, perhaps future researchers could benefit from collecting
data in person in India instead of online for more accurate response and representation.
While the results suggested that individuals high on SDO, RWA and identification with
USA express more prejudice when realistic and symbolic threat is made salient, particularly
symbolic threat, there was little evidence of delineation by threat type. ITT and several studies
indicate an overlap between symbolic and realistic threat perceptions as was found in my studies
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(Stephan & Stephan, 2018; Reik et al. 2007). However, this may be specific to Muslims and may
not apply to other groups. Perhaps further research could look more closely at assessing
differences between threat perceptions and interventions catered at particular threat perception
for Muslims and other groups.
Prior research has found that when Muslims feel relative deprivation or unfairness they
are more likely to support extremist movements (Obaidi et al. 2019). Taking ITT further, it
would be interesting to assess meta- perceptions of threat of Muslims (i.e Muslims’ perception of
how others view them as a threat) and how that relates to Muslims’ willingness to engage in
extremist action, prejudice and threat from others. Essentially it would help to understand
whether meta- perceptions of threat would lead to increased threat perceptions of the other group
and prejudice related behaviors towards that group. This would be an attempt for greater
expansion of the theory by seeing how perceptions of meta threat would lead the target group to
be prejudiced towards the group who they perceive as perceiving them as threating.
Conclusion
The purpose of this project was to experimentally test the Intergroup Threat Theory and
establish threat’s role in predicting prejudice towards Muslims. The results indicate that when
primed with threat unrelated to any group, individuals who endorse SDO, RWA and identify
with USA express more prejudice towards Muslims. These results are particularly stronger for
individuals high in SDO, RWA and identification with USA when a symbolic threat is made
salient. Additionally, threat seems to be driving prejudice towards Muslims in India as well as
USA. This project makes valuable contribution to prejudice and intergroup relations literature by
providing evidence that exposure to threat regardless of group may lead individuals to engage in
more prejudice. Future research should test ITT among different groups and establish the role of
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context by conducting cross-cultural examination between USA and India since there is evidence
of threat’s role in perpetuating prejudice towards Muslims in both countries.

57

LIST OF REFERENCES

58

Abbas, T. (2007). Muslim minorities in Britain: Integration, multiculturalism and radicalism in
the post-7/7 period. Journal of Intercultural Studies, 28, 287-300.
Abdo, G. (2005). Islam in America: Separate but unequal. The Washington Quarterly, 28, 7-17.
Aberson, C.L. & Gaffney, A.M. (2009), An integrated threat model of explicit and implicit
attitudes. European Journal of Social Psychology, 39, 808-830. doi:10.1002/ejsp.582
Agarwal, R (2020, March 2). Why India’s Muslims Are in Grave Danger. Foreign Policy
https://foreignpolicy.com/2020/03/02/india-muslims-delhi-riots-danger/
Altemeyer, B. (1981). Right-wing authoritarianism. Winnipeg, Canada: University of Manitoba
Press.
Bahns, A. J., & Crandall, C. S. (2013). The opposite of backlash: High SDO people
show enhanced tolerance when gay people pose little threat. European Journal of
Social Psychology, 43(4), 286–291.
Bano, S., Mishra, R. C., & Tripathi, R. C. (2018). Mutual perception and relational strategies of
Hindus and Muslims in India. In M. Karasawa, M. Yuki, K. Ishii, Y. Uchida, K. Sato, &
W. Friedlmeier (Eds.), Venture into cross-cultural psychology: Proceedings from the
23rd Congress of the International Association for Cross-Cultural Psychology.
https://scholarworks.gvsu.edu/iaccp_papers/155/
Carr, M. (2006). You are now entering Eurabia. Race & Class, 48(1), 1–22.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0306396806066636

59

Ciftci, S. (2012). Islamophobia and Threat Perceptions: Explaining Anti-Muslim Sentiment in
the West. Journal of Muslim Minority Affairs, 32(3), 293–309.
doi:10.1080/13602004.2012.727291
Conrad, C. R., Croco, S. E., Gomez, B. T., & Moore, W. H. (2018). Threat Perception and
American Support for Torture. Political Behavior, 40(4), 989–1009.
Croucher, S., Galy-Badenas, F., & Routsalainen, M. (2014). Host culture acceptance, religiosity,
and the threat of Muslim immigration: An integrated threat analysis in Spain. Journal of
Intercultural Communication, 15 (35). Retrieved from http://immi.se/intercultural
Croucher, S., Homsey, D., Brusch, E., Buyce, C., DeSilva, S., & Thompson, A. (2013). Prejudice
toward American Muslims. Journal of Intercultural Communications, 11(32). Retrieved
from http://www.immi.se/intercultural/nr32/croucher.html
Curseu, P. L., Stoop, R., & Schalk, R. (2007). Prejudice toward immigrant workers among Dutch
employees: Integrated threat theory revisited. European Journal of Social Psychology,
37(1), 125–140. doi:10.1002/ejsp.331
de Zavala, A. G., Guerra, R., & Simao, C. (2017). The relationship between the Brexit vote and
individual predictors of prejudice: Collective narcissism, right wing authoritarianism,
social dominance orientation. Frontiers in Psychology, 8, 1–14.
Doosje, B., Zimmermann, A., Küpper, B., Zick, A., & Meertens, R. L. (2009). Terrorist threat
and perceived Islamic support for terrorist attacks as predictors of personal and
institutional out-group discrimination and support for anti-immigration policies –
Evidence from 9 European countries. Revue Internationale de Psychologie Sociale, 22,
203-233

60

Duckitt, J. (2006). Differential effects of right wing authoritarianism and social dominance
orientation on outgroup attitudes and their mediation by threat from and competitiveness
to outgroups. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 32, 684–696.
doi:10.1177/0146167205284282
Duckitt, J., & Sibley, C. G. (2010). Right-wing authoritarianism and social dominance
orientation differentially moderate intergroup effects on prejudice. European Journal of
Personality, 24(7), 583–601
Dunwoody, P. T., & McFarland, S. G. (2018). Support for Anti-Muslim Policies: The Role of
Political Traits and Threat Perception. Political Psychology, 39(1).
https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12405
Ellis-Peterson, H (2020, March 1). Inside Delhi: beaten, lynched and burnt alive. The guardian.
https://www.theguardian.com/world/2020/mar/01/india-delhi-after-hindu-mob-riotreligious-hatred-nationalists
Ellis- Peterson, H & Rahman, S. A (2020, April 13).Coronavirus conspiracy theories targeting
Muslims spread in India. The Guardian.
https://www.theguardian.com/world/2020/apr/13/coronavirus-conspiracy-theoriestargeting-muslims-spread-in-india
Frayer, L (2019, August 21). 'This Is It. I'm Going To Die': India's Minorities Are Targeted In
Lynchings. National Public Radio. https://www.npr.org/2019/08/21/751541321/this-is-itim-going-to-die-indias-minorities-are-targeted-in-lynchings
Funke, F. (2005). The Dimensionality of Right-Wing Authoritarianism: Lessons from the
Dilemma between Theory and Measurement. Political Psychology, 26(2), 195–218.
doi:10.1111/j.1467-9221.2005.00415.x

61

González, K. V., Verkuyten, M., Weesie, J., & Poppe, E. (2008). Prejudice towards Muslims in
the Netherlands: Testing integrated threat theory. British Journal of Social Psychology,
47(4), 667–685. https://doi.org/10.1348/014466608X284443
Hawley, G. (2019). Ambivalent nativism; Trump Supporters’ attitudes towards Islam and
Muslim Immigration, Brookings. Retrieved from
https://www.brookings.edu/research/ambivalent-nativism-trump-supporters-attitudestoward-islam-and-muslim-immigration/
Herek, G. M. (2002). Gender gaps in public opinion about lesbians and gay men. Public Opinion
Quarterly, 66, 40–66.
Iftikhar, A. (2020, January 13). India’s new anti -Muslim law shows broad allure right -wing
Islamophobic policies. NBC news. https://www.nbcnews.com/think/opinion/india-snew-anti-muslim-law-shows-broad-allure-right-ncna1112446
Kauff, M., Asbrock, F., Thörner, S., & Wagner, U. (2013). Side effects of multiculturalism: The
interaction effect of a multicultural ideology and authoritarianism on prejudice and
diversity beliefs. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 39(3), 305–320.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167212473160
Kessel, P.V. & Quinn, D (2020, October 29) Both Republicans and Democrats cite masks as a
negative effect of COVID-19, but for very different reasons. Pew Research Center.
https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2020/10/29/both-republicans-and-democrats-citemasks-as-a-negative-effect-of-covid-19-but-for-very-different-reasons/
Khan S.S., Sen R. (2009) Where Are We Going? Perspective on Hindu–Muslim Relations in
India. In: Noor N., Montiel C. (eds) Peace Psychology in Asia. Peace Psychology Book
Series. Springer, New York, NY. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4419-0143-9_3

62

Knowles, E. D., Lowery, B. S., Hogan, C. M., & Chow, R. M. (2009). On the malleability of
ideology: motivated construals of color blindness. Journal of personality and social
psychology, 96(4), 857–869. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013595
Kunst, J. R., Sadeghi, T., Tahir, H., Sam, D., & Thomsen, L. (2015). The vicious circle of
religious prejudice: Islamophobia makes the acculturation attitudes of majority and
minority members clash. European Journal of Social Psychology, 46(2), 249–
259. doi:10.1002/ejsp.2174
Landale, J (2021, February 8). Uighurs: 'Credible case' China carrying out genocide. BBC
News. https://www.bbc.com/news/uk-55973215
Lichtblau, E. (2015, December 17). Crimes against Muslim Americans and mosques rise
sharply. The New York Times.
http://www.nytimes.com/2015/12/18/us/politics/crimesagainst- muslim-americans-andmosques-risesharply.html
Leibold, J., & Kühnel, S. (2003). Islamophobia: Sensitive attention for tension-filled evidence. In
W. Heitmeyer (Ed.), Deutsche Zustände: Folge 2 (pp. 100-119). Frankfurt
am Main, Germany: Suhrkamp.
Lipka, M. (2017). Muslims and Islam: Key findings in the U.S. and around the world. PEW.
http://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2017/08/09/muslims-and-islam-key-findings-inthe-u-s-and-around-the-world/
Luhtanen, R., & Crocker, J. (1992). A Collective Self-Esteem Scale: Self-Evaluation of One’s
Social Identity. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 18(3), 302–
318. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167292183006

63

Mackey, R. (2015, September 3). Hungarian leader rebuked for saying Muslim migrants must be
blocked ‘to Keep Europe Christian’. New York Times, Europe.
https://www.nytimes.com/2015/09/04/world/europe/hungarian-leader-rebuked-forsaying-muslim-migrants-must-be-blocked-to-keep-europe-christian.html
Madan, T.N (2010) The Burden of Cultural Identity. Cultural Survival.
https://www.culturalsurvival.org/publications/cultural-survival-quarterly/burden-culturalidentity
Maizland, L (2020, August 20). India’s Muslims: An Increasingly Marginalized Population.
Council on Foreign Relations. https://www.cfr.org/backgrounder/india-muslimsmarginalized-population-bjp-modi.
McLaren, L. M. (2003). Anti-Immigrant Prejudice in Europe: Contact, Threat Perception, and
Preferences for the Exclusion of Migrants. Social Forces, 81(3), 909–936.
https://doi.org/10.1353/sof.2003.0038
Mogahed, D., & Mahmood, A. (2019, May 1). American Muslim Poll 2019 Predicting and
Preventing Islamophobia. retrieved from https://www.ispu.org/american-muslimpoll2019-predicting-and-preventing-islamophobia
Mohamed, B. (2018) New estimates show U.S. Muslim population continues to grow. Pew
Research Center, USA. https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2018/01/03/newestimates-show-u-s-muslim-population-continues-to-grow/
Morrison, K. R., & Ybarra, O. (2008). The effects of realistic threat and group
identification on social dominance orientation. Journal of Experimental Social
Psychology, 44(1), 156–163.
Morrison, K. R., & Ybarra, O. (2009). Symbolic threat and social dominance among

64

liberals and conservatives: SDO reflect conformity to political values. European
Journal of Social Psychology, 39(6), 1039–1052.
Morrison, K. R., Fast, N. J., & Ybarra, O. (2009). Group status, perceptions of
threat, and support for social inequality. Journal of Experimental Social
Psychology, 45(1), 204–210.
Moss, A. J., Blodorn, A., Van Camp, A. R., & O’Brien, L. T. (2019). Gender equality, value
violations, and prejudice toward Muslims. Group Processes & Intergroup
Relations, 22(2), 288–301. https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430217716751
Myanmar Rohingya: What you need to know about the crisis. (2020, January 23).
https://www.bbc.com/news/world-asia-41566561.
Niyaesh, V. (2019, September 26) Trump’s travel ban really was a Muslim ban, data suggests.
Washington Post https://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/2019/09/26/trumps-muslimban-really-was-muslim-ban-thats-what-data-suggest/
Nuyen, S. (2021, March 17). Anti-Asian attacks rise During Pandemic. Read Npr's stories on the
surge in violence. NPR https://www.npr.org/2021/03/17/978055571/anti-asian-attacksrise-during-pandemic-read-nprs-stories-on-the-surge-in-violen
Obaidi, M., Bergh, R., Akrami, N., & Anjum, G. (2019). Group-Based Relative Deprivation
Explains Endorsement of Extremism Among Western-Born Muslims. Psychological
Science, 30(4), 596–605. https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797619834879
Obaidi, M., Kunst, J. R., Kteily, N., Thomsen, L., & Sidanius, J. (2018). Living under threat:
Mutual threat perception drives anti-Muslim and anti-Western hostility in the age of
terrorism. European Journal of Social Psychology, 48(5), 567–
584. doi:10.1002/ejsp.2362

65

Ogan, C., Willnat, L., Pennington, R., & Bashir, M. (2013). The rise of anti-Muslim prejudice:
Media and Islamophobia in Europe and the United States. International Communication
Gazette, 76, 27– 46. doi:10.1177/1748048513504048
Pandya, A (2008). Indian Muslims – Beleaguered And Alienated.
https://www.stimson.org/2008/indian-muslims/
Pratto, F., Sidanius, J., Stallworth, L. M., & Malle, B. F. (1994). Social dominance orientation: A
personality variable predicting social and political attitudes. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 67, 741–763. https://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.67.4.741
Riek, B. M., Mania, E. W., & Gaertner, S. L. (2006). Intergroup threat and outgroup attitudes: A
meta-analytic review. Personality and Social Psychology Review, 10(4),336–353.
Rios, K. (2013). Right-wing authoritarianism predicts prejudice against “homosexuals”
but not “gay men and lesbians”. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology,
49(6), 1177–1183.
Rios, K. (2013). Right-wing authoritarianism predicts prejudice against “homosexuals” but not
“gay men and lesbians.” Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 49(6), 1177–1183.
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2013.05.013
Rios, K., Sosa, N., & Osborn, H. (2018). An experimental approach to Intergroup Threat Theory:
Manipulations, moderators, and consequences of realistic vs. symbolic threat. European
Review of Social Psychology, 29(1), 212–255. doi:10.1080/10463283.2018.1537049
Ruback, R. B., & Singh, P. (2008). Inequity in Hindu–Muslim Riots: A Test of Two Biases.
Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 38(4), 982–998. doi:10.1111/j.15591816.2008.00335.x

66

Saleem, M., Prot, S., Anderson, C. A., & Lemieux, A. F. (2017). Exposure to Muslims in Media
and Support for Public Policies Harming Muslims. Communication Research, 44(6).
https://doi.org/10.1177/0093650215619214
Shaver, J. H., Sibley, C. G., Osborne, D., & Bulbulia, J. (2017). News exposure predicts antiMuslim prejudice. PLOS ONE, 12(3), e0174606.
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0174606
Shoot the Traitors, Discrimination against Muslims under India’s New Citizenship Policy (2020,
April 9). Human Rights Watch
https://www.hrw.org/sites/default/files/report_pdf/india0420_web_0.pdf
Sibley, C. G., & Duckitt, J. (2008). Personality and Prejudice: A Meta-Analysis and Theoretical
Review. Personality and Social Psychology Review, 12(3), 248–
279. https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868308319226
Sircar, N (2020, March 1) anti-Muslim sentiment in India. The diplomat.
https://thediplomat.com/tag/anti-muslim-sentiment-in-india/
Sreedhar Rao, K. (2008). India and the Threat of Radical Islam. Strategic Analysis, 32(5), 721–
728. doi:10.1080/09700160802309050
Steele, R. R., Parker, M. T., & Lickel, B. (2015). Bias within because of threat from
outside: The effects of an external call for terrorism on anti-Muslim attitudes in the
United States. Social Psychological and Personality Science, 6(2), 193–200.
Stephan, W. G., Ybarra, O., & Rios, K. (2015). Intergroup threat theory. In T. D. Nelson (Ed.),
Handbook of prejudice, stereotyping, and discrimination (pp. 255-278). New York, NY,
US: Psychology Press

67

Stephan, W. G., Boniecki, K. A., Ybarra, O., Bettencourt, A., Ervin, K. S., Jackson, L. A.,
McNatt, P. S., & Renfro, C. L. (2002). The role of threats in the racial attitudes of Blacks
and Whites. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 28, 1242-1254
Tajfel, H., & Turner, J. C. (1986). An integrative theory of intergroup conflict. In W. G.
Austin & S. Worchel (Eds.), The social psychology of intergroup relations (pp. 33–37).
Monterey, CA: Brooks/Cole.
Tamkin E. (2020, June 16). The accelerating rise of a dangerous new nationalism in India. The
Statesman. https://www.newstatesman.com/world/asia/2020/06/india-hindu-muslimnationalism-modi-unrest-protests
The Islamic veil across Europe (2018, May 31). BBC News. https://www.bbc.com/news/worldeurope-13038095
Thomsen, L., Green, E. G., & Sidanius, J. (2008). We will hunt them down: How social
dominance orientation and right-wing authoritarianism fuel ethnic persecution of
immigrants in fundamentally different ways. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology,
44(6), 1455–1464.
Uenal, F. (2016). Disentangling Islamophobia: The Differential Effects of Symbolic, Realistic,
and Terroristic Threat Perceptions as Mediators Between Social Dominance Orientation
and Islamophobia. Journal of Social and Political Psychology, 4(1), 66-90.
doi:10.5964/jspp.v4i1.463
Vasudeva, F., & Barkdull, N. (2020). WhatsApp in India? A case study of social media related
lynchings. Social Identities, 26(5), 574–589.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13504630.2020.1782730

68

Writer, O. (2017, August 16) The Beef Ban: A Symbol of Hindutva and a Threat to Indian
Democracy. https://bpr.berkeley.edu/2017/08/16/the-beef-ban-a-symbol-of-hindutva-anda-threat-to-indian-democracy/
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Appendix A
Study 1
Manipulations
Instructions
Please read the statement and answer in the space below. You have to write for at least 3
minutes, after which if you are done, you can press continue and move on to the next page.
Symbolic Threat
Please describe a time when your beliefs, values, and/or worldview were threatened
Realistic Threat
Please describe a time when your resources, safety, and/or well-being were threatened
No Threat
Please describe what you ate for breakfast today
Questionnaires
Instructions
Please rate your agreement or disagreement with each statement below. Remember your
responses are completely anonymous. Please give us your honest opinion.
1:Very Strongly Disagree

2

3

4

5

6.

Prejudice towards Muslims
1. The Islamist terrorists find strong support among Muslims.
2. Muslims are not trustworthy
3. Immigration to America should be forbidden for Muslims.
4. Islam is a sexist religion
5. Islam is a violence- glorifying religion.
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7 : Very Strongly Agree

6. Islam is an anti-Semitic religion
Support for harsher civil restrictions for Muslim-Americans
1. Muslims should have more restrictions in obtaining U.S. citizenship.
2. Muslim Americans should have to do annual security clearance checks with government
agencies.
3. It is unfair to treat Muslim Americans different than other religious/ethnic groups in
America.
4. The government has every right to secretly monitor Muslims who come to the U.S.
5. Muslims should not be allowed to own guns, even if they are U.S. citizens.
6. Muslims should not be allowed to vote in America even if they are US citizens.
7. Muslims in the U.S. should have to go thorough separate and more through airport
security lines.
Violent behavioral Intentions
1. As a last resort I’m personally ready to use violence for the sake of other Americans
2. If nothing else helps I'm prepared to use violence to defend Americans.
3. I’m ready to go and fight for Americans in another country.
4. I will not personally use violence to help Americans
5. I'm not prepared to use violence in any situation
6. I will personally use violence against people harming other Americans that I care about.
7. Even as a last resort, I will not use violence for the sake of other Americans
Identification with Country
1. I am proud of being American.
2. Being American is a very important part of how I see myself.
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3. My American identity is an important part of my self.
4. It is very important to me to be an American.
Right Wing Authoritarianism
1. What our country really needs instead of more “civil rights” is a good stiff dose of law
and order.
2. What our country really needs is a strong, determined Chancellor which will crush the
evil and set us on our right way again.
3. There is no such crime to justify capital punishment.
4. It is important to protect the rights of radicals and deviants in all ways.
5. Obedience and respect for authority are the most important values children should learn.
6. The real keys to the “good life” are obedience, discipline, and virtue.
7. The days when women are submissive should belong strictly in the past. A “woman’s
place” in society should be wherever she wants to be.
8. It is good that nowadays young people have greater freedom “to make their own rules”
and to protest against things they don’t like.
9. The withdrawal from tradition will turn out to be a fatal fault one day.
10. Being virtuous and law-abiding is in the long run better for us than permanently
challenging the foundation of our society.
11. People should develop their own personal standards about good and evil and pay less
attention to the Bible and other old, traditional forms of religious guidance.
12. Homosexual long-term relationships should be
treated as equivalent to marriage.
Social Dominance Orientation
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1. To get ahead in life, it is sometimes necessary to step on other groups.
2. If certain groups stayed in their place, we would have fewer problems.
3. We would have fewer problems if we treated other people more equally.
4. It’s okay if some groups have more of a chance in life than others
Demographics
Please answer the following demographic questions. Feel free to skip any question you do not
feel comfortable answering.
1. What is your gender identity?
a) Man
b) Woman
c) Other
2. What is your age? ______
3. What is your race/ethnicity?
a) White
b) Black/African American
c) Hispanic or Latinx
d) Asian
e) American Indian or Alaska Native
f) Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander
g) Mixed/Other
4. What is your religion?
a) Christian
b) Jew
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c) Hindu
d) Muslim
e) Not defined
5. How would you describe your political attitudes and beliefs?
1:Very Liberal

2

3

4

5

6.

7 : Very Conservative

6. What is the highest degree or level of school you have completed?
a) Less than high school
b) High school graduate or equivalent (i.e. GED)
c) Some college; no degree
d) Associate degree
e) Bachelor’s degree
f) Master’s degree
g) Professional degree
h) Doctorate degree
7. Was any part of the study unclear to you in any way? If so, please describe what was
confusing to you.
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Appendix B
Study 2
Manipulations
Instructions
Please read the following article. You will be asked to answer questions regarding the article
later on. Press continue when finished reading
Symbolic Threat
Muslims in today’s America
The current population in the United States of America (USA) is 327.2 million. Demographically
the USA is comprised of multiple ethnic and religious groups. Muslims, individuals who practice
Islam and the focus of this article, is one such group within the melting pot. Muslims have a
longstanding history in America, dating back to the earliest days of the country's founding.
When the first Muslims came to the land that would be present-day United States remains
unclear. However, many historians claim the earliest Muslims originated from the Senegambian
region of Africa in the early 14th century. It is believed they were Moors, who were expelled
from Spain and made their way to the Caribbean, and possibly to the Gulf of Mexico.
Others claim there were Muslims, most notably a man named Istafan, who accompanied
Spaniards as a guide to the New World in the early 16th century in their conquest of what would
become Arizona and New Mexico. The immigration of Muslims increased in 1930s, and 40s
and after 1950s. Not only did the number of Muslims continue to increase in America due to
immigration, but the numbers also increased due to more Americans embracing Islam as a
religion.
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Currently, there are 2.45 million Muslims in America and these numbers are rapidly
increasing. With the increase in Americans converting to the religion of Islam, certain changes
are expected to take place. Some of these changes would cater to the religious requirements of
Muslims by recognizing Islamic holidays as public holidays, such as Eid-Ul-Fitr and Eid-UlZuha. Further, Islamic individuals have a particular way of producing meat, known as Halal
meat. A spokesperson from the American Foods Group -- a leading meat producer in America –
stated that, “We have begun to cut all the meat in our factories using the Halal procedure to
sustain the increasing demand for Halal meat we are experiencing in the US.” In addition to this,
an increase in acceptance for expressions of Islamic culture is expected, such as women wearing
burqas or hijabs and seeing Muslims read namaz (Islamic prayer) in public places.
With the increasing number of Muslims in USA, the American way of life is expected to
undergo changes. There may also be a visible shift in the political and demographic landscapes.
The future of America is yet to be determined.
Manipulation Checks
Please answer the following questions based on your reading of the article
1:Very Strongly Disagree

2

3

4

1. Was the article understandable
2.Was the article easy to read?
3.Was the article thought provoking?
4.Did you learn something new from the article?
5.Was the article enjoyable?
6. Did the article keep you engaged till the end?
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5

6.

7 : Very Strongly Agree

7. What was the theme of the article?
a. Increasing Muslims in the country
b. Decreasing Muslims in the country
c. War within the country
d. Muslims fleeing the country.
8. What did the article talk about?
a.Unhealthy Meat
b.Kosher Meat
c.Veganism
d.Halal Meat
Realistic Threat
Muslims in today’s America
The current population in the United States of America (USA) is 327.2 million. Demographically
the USA is comprised of multiple ethnic and religious groups. Muslims, individuals who practice
Islam and the focus of this article, is one such group within the melting pot. Muslims have a
longstanding history in America, dating back to the earliest days of the country's founding.
When the first Muslims came to the land that would be present-day United States is
unclear. Many historians claim that the earliest Muslims came from the Senegambian region of
Africa in the early 14th century. It is believed they were Moors, who were expelled from Spain
and made their way to the Caribbean and possibly to the Gulf of Mexico.
Others claim there were Muslims, most notably a man named Istafan, who accompanied
the Spaniards as a guide to the New World in the early 16th century in their conquest of what
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would become Arizona and New Mexico. The immigration of Muslims increased in 1930s and
40s and after 1950s.
Currently, there are 2.45 million Muslims in America and these numbers are rapidly
increasing. With the increase in Muslim population in America due to rising birth rate of
Muslims, certain changes are expected to take place. Some of these changes may be more money
and resources being devoted to community buildings such as additional community centers and
mosques. Additionally, with more and more Muslims entering the job market there is expected to
be increased competition for both new and existing jobs in the US. With the increasing number
of Muslims, some Americans have expressed concern over safety as statistics on Americans
joining Jihad or ISIS have increased in recent years. In a recent interview, a spokesperson from
CIA stated, “the number of Americans who are joining ISIS is rapidly increasing and is
becoming very difficult to track”.
With the increasing number of Muslims in USA, it is expected that America will change
in many ways. We can also see the political and demographic landscape shifting. The future of
America is yet to be determined.
Manipulation Checks
Please answer the following questions based on your reading of the article
1:Very Strongly Disagree

2

3

4

1. Was the article understandable
2.Was the article easy to read?
3.Was the article thought provoking?
4.Did you learn something new from the article?
5.Was the article enjoyable?
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5

6.

7 : Very Strongly Agree

6. Did the article keep you engaged till the end?
7. What was the theme of the article?
a. Increasing Muslims in the country
b. Decreasing Muslims in the country
c. War within the country
d. Muslims fleeing the country.
8. What did the article talk about?
a. Sports competition
b. Opening a new restaurant
c. Increased prices
d. Competition for jobs
Control
Neighborhood Community Center
The Shallom Hills Muslim organization is planning to build an afterschool community
center for the local youth regardless of their faith. The community center is a social and
recreational center intended primarily for use by children ages 11 to 18 years. In some cases,
children as young as six years old will also be able to use the center, but usually only if special
programs are in place to accommodate them. The center supports opportunities for youth to
develop their physical, social, emotional, and cognitive abilities and to experience achievement,
leadership, enjoyment, friendship, and recognition.
The community center will offer organized instructional programs for physical activities
such as dance, yoga, and basketball and for academic and arts programs such as science, crafts,
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and theater. It will also offer opportunities for unstructured activities such as playing games,
socializing, club meetings, and outdoor play.
While unstructured activities are an essential part of a community center, there are staffed
facilities where supervision is a critical element. Staff will be made up of volunteers from the
Shallom Hills Muslim organization as well as professional instructors. Safety is also of
paramount importance.
The activity rooms will range from small classroom spaces to a full-sized gymnasium,
depending on facility mission, programs offered, and available budget. At least two activity
rooms will be provided: one configured for more academic or arts and crafts instruction and the
other configured for physical activities. If the budget allows, a computer room will also be
provided to the youth with supervised computer and internet access for recreation and homework
purposes.
There will also be teen room that will provides a separate space for older youth to
socialize independently from the rest of the facility. It will function similarly to those of the
commons area and should include space for games, TV watching, and conversation. Ideally, the
teen room should feel private while retaining a sense of connection to the rest of the facility.
The community center will provide neighborhood youths with a safe place and ample
opportunities to participate in structured and unstructured after school activities.
Manipulation Checks
Please answer the following questions based on your reading of the article
1:Very Strongly Disagree

2

3

4

1. Was the article understandable
2.Was the article easy to read?
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5

6.

7 : Very Strongly Agree

3.Was the article thought provoking?
4.Did you learn something new from the article?
5.Was the article enjoyable?
6. Did the article keep you engaged till the end?
7. What was the theme of the article?
a.A rewritable paper
b.A disappearing tree
c.Re-usable Ink
d.Eco- friendly Ink
8.The research done in the article is done at a
a.Private firm
b.Government organization
c.University
d.Nuclear plant
Questionnaires
Instructions
Please rate your agreement or disagreement with each statement below. Remember your
responses are completely anonymous. Please give us your honest opinion.
1:Very Strongly Disagree

2

3

4

5

6.

Prejudice towards Muslims
1. The Islamist terrorists find strong support among Muslims.
2. Muslims are not trustworthy
3. Immigration to America should be forbidden for Muslims.
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7 : Very Strongly Agree

4. Islam is a sexist religion
5. Islam is a violence- glorifying religion.
6. Islam is an anti-Semitic religion
Support for harsher civil restrictions for Muslim-Americans
1. Muslims should have more restrictions in obtaining U.S. citizenship.
2. Muslim Americans should have to do annual security clearance checks with government
agencies.
3. It is unfair to treat Muslim Americans different than other religious/ethnic groups in
America.
4. The government has every right to secretly monitor Muslims who come to the U.S.
5. Muslims should not be allowed to own guns, even if they are U.S. citizens.
6. Muslims should not be allowed to vote in America even if they are US citizens.
7. Muslims in the U.S. should have to go thorough separate and more through airport
security lines.
Violent behavioral Intentions
1. As a last resort I’m personally ready to use violence for the sake of other Americans
2. If nothing else helps I'm prepared to use violence to defend Americans.
3. I’m ready to go and fight for Americans in another country.
4. I will not personally use violence to help Americans
5. I'm not prepared to use violence in any situation
6. I will personally use violence against people harming other Americans that I care about.
7. Even as a last resort, I will not use violence for the sake of other Americans
Identification with Country
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1. I am proud of being American.
2. Being American is a very important part of how I see myself.
3. My American identity is an important part of my self.
4. It is very important to me to be an American.
Right Wing Authoritarianism
1. What our country really needs instead of more “civil rights” is a good stiff dose of law
and order.
2. What our country really needs is a strong, determined Chancellor which will crush the
evil and set us on our right way again.
3. There is no such crime to justify capital punishment.
4. It is important to protect the rights of radicals and deviants in all ways.
5. Obedience and respect for authority are the most important values children should learn.
6. The real keys to the “good life” are obedience, discipline, and virtue.
7. The days when women are submissive should belong strictly in the past. A “woman’s
place”in society should be wherever she wants to be.
8. It is good that nowadays young people have greater freedom “to make their own rules”
and to protest against things they don’t like.
9. The withdrawal from tradition will turn out to be a fatal fault one day.
10. Being virtuous and law-abiding is in the long run better for us than permanently
challenging the foundation of our society.
11. People should develop their own personal standards about good and evil and pay less
attention to the Bible and other old, traditional forms of religious guidance.
12. Homosexual long-term relationships should be treated as equivalent to marriage.
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Social Dominance Orientation
1. To get ahead in life, it is sometimes necessary to step on other groups.
2. If certain groups stayed in their place, we would have fewer problems.
3. We would have fewer problems if we treated other people more equally.
4. It’s okay if some groups have more of a chance in life than others.
Demographics
Please answer the following demographic questions. Feel free to skip any question you do not
feel comfortable answering.
1. What is your gender identity?
a) Man
b) Woman
c) Other
2. What is your age? ______
3. What is your race/ethnicity?
a) White
b) Black/African American
c) Hispanic or Latinx
d) Asian
e) American Indian or Alaska Native
f) Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander
g) Mixed/Other
4. What is your religion?
f) Christian
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g) Jew
h) Hindu
i) Muslim
j) Not defined
5. How would you describe your political attitudes and beliefs?
1:Very Liberal

2

3

4

5

6.

7 : Very Conservative

6. What is the highest degree or level of school you have completed?
a. Less than high school
b. High school graduate or equivalent (i.e. GED)
c. Some college; no degree
d. Associate degree
e. Bachelor’s degree
f. Master’s degree
g. Professional degree
h. Doctorate degree
7. Was any part of the study unclear to you in any way? If so, please describe what was
confusing to you.
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Appendix C
Study 3
Manipulations
Instructions
Please read the following article. You will be asked to answer questions regarding the article
later on. Press continue when finished reading
Symbolic Threat
Muslims in today’s India
The current population of India is 1.353 billion. Demographically India is comprised of
multiple ethnic and religious groups. Muslims, individuals who practice Islam and the focus of
this article, and is the second largest religious group in the country. Muslims have a longstanding
history India, dating back to the country’s origin.
Muslim influx and influence in India started almost at the inception of the religion. The
traders from Arabia were frequent visitors to the Indian subcontinent and brought the word of
Muhammad to India in the 7th century and this resulted in some peaceful conversions of Hindus
to Islam. Following this, Mohammad-ibn-Quasim in the year 712 A.D conquered the Province of
Sindh. Beginning with the invasion of Mohammad of Ghazni in the 10th century, followed by a
barrage of invaders from Persia, Turkey and Afghanistan in the 11th and 12th centuries, a full
force of Islam was thrust upon India. From 12th century onwards India was ruled by Mughals and
the Muslims population in India rose drastically. With the British invasion of India from the 17 th
century, the stronghold of Muslims in India was reduced. Post-Independence, bulk of the Muslim
population chose to move to Pakistan, however several chose to stay in India.
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Currently, there are 195 million Muslims in India and these numbers are rapidly
increasing. With the increase in Indians converting to the religion of Islam, certain changes are
expected to take place. Some of these changes would cater to the religious requirements of
Muslims such as increase in mosques, acceptance of sharia (Islamic law) and seeing Muslims
read namaz (Islamic prayer) in public places. Further, Islamic individuals have a particular way
of producing meat, known as Halal meat. A spokesperson from the Indian Foods Group -- a
leading meat producer in India– stated that, “We have begun to cut all the meat in our factories
using the Halal procedure to sustain the increasing demand for Halal meat we are experiencing in
India” In addition to this, an increase in acceptance for expressions of Islamic culture is
expected, such as women wearing burqas or hijabs and Muslims consuming beef.
With the increasing number of Muslims in India, the Indian way of life is expected to
undergo changes. There may also be a visible shift in the political and demographic landscapes.
The future of India is yet to be determined.
Manipulation Checks
Please answer the following questions based on your reading of the article
1:Very Strongly Disagree

2

3

4

1. Was the article understandable
2.Was the article easy to read?
3.Was the article thought provoking?
4.Did you learn something new from the article?
5.Was the article enjoyable?
6. Did the article keep you engaged till the end?
7. What was the theme of the article?
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5

6.

7 : Very Strongly Agree

a. Increasing Muslims in the country
b. Decreasing Muslims in the country
c. War within the country
d. Muslims fleeing the country.
8. What did the article talk about?
a.Unhealthy Meat
b.Kosher Meat
c.Veganism
d.Halal Meat
Realistic Threat
Muslims in today’s India
The current population of India is 1.353 billion. Demographically India is comprised of multiple
ethnic and religious groups. Muslims, individuals who practice Islam and the focus of this
article, and is the second largest religious group in the country. Muslims have a longstanding
history India, dating back to the country’s origin.
Muslim influx and influence in India started almost at the inception of the religion. The
traders from Arabia were frequent visitors to the Indian subcontinent and brought the word of
Muhammad to India in the 7th century and this resulted in some peaceful conversions of Hindus
to Islam. Following this, Mohammad-ibn-Quasim in the year 712 A.D conquered the Province of
Sindh. Beginning with the invasion of Mohammad of Ghazni in the 10th century, followed by a
barrage of invaders from Persia, Turkey and Afghanistan in the 11th and 12th centuries, a full
force of Islam was thrust upon India. From 12th century onwards India was ruled by Mughals and
the Muslims population in India rose drastically. With the British invasion of India from the 17th
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century, the stronghold of Muslims in India was reduced. Post-Independence, bulk of the Muslim
population chose to move to Pakistan, however several chose to stay in India.
Currently, there are 195 million Muslims in India and these numbers are rapidly
increasing. With the increase in Muslim population in India due to rising birth rate of Muslims,
certain changes are expected to take place. Some of these changes may be more money and
resources being devoted to community buildings such as additional community centers and meat
shops. Additionally, with more and more Muslims entering the job market there is expected to be
increased competition for both new and existing jobs in India. With the increasing number of
Muslims, Indians have expressed concern over safety as statistics on Indians joining Jihad and/or
Pakistani militancia have increased in recent years. In a recent interview, a spokesperson from
CBI stated, “the number of Indians who are joining terrorist groups is rapidly increasing and is
becoming very difficult to track”.
With the increasing number of Muslims in India, it is expected that India will change in
many ways. We can also see the political and demographic landscape shifting. The future of
India is yet to be determined.
Manipulation Checks
Please answer the following questions based on your reading of the article
1:Very Strongly Disagree

2

3

4

1. Was the article understandable
2.Was the article easy to read?
3.Was the article thought provoking?
4.Did you learn something new from the article?
5.Was the article enjoyable?
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5

6.

7 : Very Strongly Agree

6. Did the article keep you engaged till the end?
7. What was the theme of the article?
a. Increasing Muslims in the country
b. Decreasing Muslims in the country
c. War within the country
d. Muslims fleeing the country.
8. What did the article talk about?
a. Sports competition
b. Opening a new restaurant
c. Increased prices
d. Competition for jobs
Control
Neighborhood Community Center
The Nizzamuddin Muslim organization is planning to build an afterschool community
center for the local youth regardless of their faith. The community center is a social and
recreational center intended primarily for use by children ages 11 to 18 years. In some cases,
children as young as six years old will also be able to use the center, but usually only if special
programs are in place to accommodate them. The center supports opportunities for youth to
develop their physical, social, emotional, and cognitive abilities and to experience achievement,
leadership, enjoyment, friendship, and recognition.
The community center will offer organized instructional programs for physical activities
such as dance, yoga, and basketball and for academic and arts programs such as science, crafts,
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and theater. It will also offer opportunities for unstructured activities such as playing games,
socializing, club meetings, and outdoor play.
While unstructured activities are an essential part of a community center, there are staffed
facilities where supervision is a critical element. Staff will be made up of volunteers from the
Nizzamuddin Muslim organization as well as professional instructors. Safety is also of
paramount importance.
The activity rooms will range from small classroom spaces to a full-sized gymnasium,
depending on facility mission, programs offered, and available budget. At least two activity
rooms will be provided: one configured for more academic or arts and crafts instruction and the
other configured for physical activities. If the budget allows, a computer room will also be
provided to the youth with supervised computer and internet access for recreation and homework
purposes.
There will also be teen room that will provides a separate space for older youth to
socialize independently from the rest of the facility. It will function similarly to those of the
commons area and should include space for games, TV watching, and conversation. Ideally, the
teen room should feel private while retaining a sense of connection to the rest of the facility.
The community center will provide neighborhood youths with a safe place and ample
opportunities to participate in structured and unstructured after school activities.
Manipulation Checks
Please answer the following questions based on your reading of the article
1:Very Strongly Disagree

2

3

4

1. Was the article understandable
2.Was the article easy to read?
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5

6.

7 : Very Strongly Agree

3.Was the article thought provoking?
4.Did you learn something new from the article?
5.Was the article enjoyable?
6. Did the article keep you engaged till the end?
7. What was the theme of the article?
a.A rewritable paper
b.A disappearing tree
c.Re-usable Ink
d.Eco- friendly Ink
8.The research done in the article is done at a
a.Private firm
b.Government organization
c.University
d.Nuclear plant
Questionnaires
Instructions
Please rate your agreement or disagreement with each statement below. Remember your
responses are completely anonymous. Please give us your honest opinion.
1:Very Strongly Disagree

2

3

4

5

6.

Prejudice towards Muslims
1. The Islamist terrorists find strong support among Muslims.
2. Muslims are not trustworthy
3. Immigration to America should be forbidden for Muslims.
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7 : Very Strongly Agree

4. Islam is a sexist religion
5. Islam is a violence- glorifying religion.
6. Islam is an anti-Semitic religion
Support for harsher civil restrictions for Muslim-Americans
1. Muslims should have more restrictions in obtaining Indian citizenship
2. Muslim Indians should have to do annual security clearance checks with government
agencies
3. It is unfair to treat Muslim Indians different than other religious/ethnic groups in India
4. The government has every right to secretly monitor Muslims who come to India
5. Muslims should not be allowed to consume beef in India.
6. Muslims should not be allowed to vote in India even if they are Indian citizens
7. Muslims in India should have to go thorough separate and more through airport security
lines.
Violent behavioral Intentions
1. As a last resort I’m personally ready to use violence for the sake of other Indians
2. If nothing else helps I'm prepared to use violence to defend Indians
3. I’m ready to go and fight for Indians in another country
4. I will not personally use violence to help Indians
5. I'm not prepared to use violence in any situation
6. I will personally use violence against people harming other Indins that I care about
7. Even as a last resort, I will not use violence for the sake of other Indians
Identification with Country
1. I am proud of being Indian
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2. Being Indian is a very important part of how I see myself
3. My Indian identity is an important part of my self
4. It is very important to me to be an Indian
Demographics
Please answer the following demographic questions. Feel free to skip any question you do not
feel comfortable answering.
1. What is your gender identity?
a) Man
b) Woman
c) Other
2. What is your age? ______
3. What is your race/ethnicity?
a) White
b) Black/African American
c) Hispanic or Latinx
d) Asian
e) American Indian or Alaska Native
f) Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander
g) Mixed/Other
4. What is your religion?
a) Christian
b) Sikh
c) Hindu
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d) Muslim
e) Other
5. How would you describe your political attitudes and beliefs?
1:Very Liberal

2

3

4

5

6.

7 : Very Conservative

6. What is the highest degree or level of school you have completed?
a) Less than high school
b) High school graduate
c) Bachelor’s degree
d) Master’s degree
e) Professional degree
f) Doctorate degree
7. Was any part of the study unclear to you in any way? If so, please describe what was
confusing to you.
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